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J.  II.  MANNY,  OF  WADDAM'S  <iROVK,  II.LISOIH. 
IMPROVEMENT  IN  MOWINQ-MACHiNES  AND  HARVESTERS. 

SitfcirioAtion  forming  purl  ef  Lettirn  Patrnt  No.  9,%9i,  ilntwl  SrniJ^nilx  r  .M,  I-.M. 


To  all  irhom  it  maif  concern: 

Hfl  it  known  that  I,  JouM  U.  Mannv,  of 
Waddam's  <iaK>vc.  in  tbecount/of  Ste  pheiiHon 
and  Hfate  of  IlliuoiM,  have  lavriite«!  certain 
new  and  im^fiil  ini|ir«)v«meotsiii  HeH{»iug  aiui 
Mowing;  MacliiiieH,  of  wliicb  the  followiug  \»  m 
full,  dear,  and  exact  dcscriptioii,  refewtic«  \^ 
iiigbad  to  the  wicoiupauyiM  drawingff,  which 
furmapartof  this  8|)eciflc«lfi>n,aud  in  which — 

Figaro  1  repreaeuta  a  vi«w  iu  ]»era|N>ctive  of 
my  machine  complete,  aod  Fig.  2  la  a  plan  of 
a  iMortioQ  of  ttie  sickio-bUde,  abotring  the  di 
rectiun  in  which  the  iodrntAtiouH  are  cut. 

My  invention  cx>nsi«to,  flrat, iu  constructing 
the  fraoie-wurk  of  tba  macbiae  in  aoch  man- 
oer  that  neither  of  its  front  corners  to  liable  to 
aag  l>elow  the  lerel  of  the  other. 

The  8cc<»od  paftof  my  iureotion,  which  in 
not  ueceaaarily  ooMected  with  the  it  rat,  consists 
in  an  arraugeuwst  of  devioea  for  cotinectinf 
tiie  tungae  to  which  the  team  is  hllcbe<t  «Ub 
the  frame- w#rfc  of  the  machine,  so  that  the 
fiont  rail  of  tke  latter  to  which  the  cutter-bur 
ia  aecoretl  fan  readily  be  raiMd  or  depreaacd 
to  cut  cloaer  to  or  farther  from  the  fround. 
This  arrangement  alao  allows  the  cotter  liar  to 
rise  in  paal^ng  over  an  accidental  protulHr 
ance  on  the  Hurface  of  the  ground. 

The  third  {Hirt  of  my  invention  conaiata  in 
a  device  for  turning  the  awath  away  from  tho 
ataodiog  grata  when  the  niachiDe  ia  used  asn 
mower. 

The  machine,  aa  repivsented  iu  the  acconi 
paoying  drawinga,*  consists  mainly  of  two 
two-wheeled  carriages,  to  the  one  of  which  the 
team  is  hitcbe<),  wbde  the  other  cairiea  the 
various  devicea  by  means  of  wbioh  the  cat- 
ting of  the  grain  or  graaa  is  effected.  The 
latter  consists  of  a  triangular  frame,  ABC, 
which  is  oom(H)ae4l  of  rails  suitably  framed  to 
gether  and  mounted  n|>on  au  aile,  D,  to  which 
the  running  wheels  E  E'  are  secured.  The 
aide  rails  A  A',  nearer  that  sitle  of  the  ma 
chine  to  which  the  draft  ia  applied,  are^at  right 
angle*  to  the  aile  D.  The  front  rail,  C,  of  the 
frame  ia  i>anUlel  with  tb«  axle,  and  the  8i<ie 
rail  B,  farther  from  the  point  of  draft,  i»aasea 
diagonally  over  the  axle  of  the  wheela,  and 
coune(;ts  the  binder  extremities  of  the  Drat- 
mentioneil  side  rails  A  A',  with  the  extremity 
of  the  front  rail,  O,  farther  t^refrom.  It  will 
now  bo  |>erccive«rtbat  the  weight  of  the  outer 
extremity  of  the  front  rail  is  borne  by  the  front 


extremity  of  the  incliucil  »ide  rail  li,  wliirh, 
iH-iiij;  wcnred  111  it.s  hinder  extremity  to  tin- 
c«>rre.sponditig  cxtremitieK  of  iheopi>oHito  n\i\<- 
rails  A  A',  »,aiinut  uiuvi-  »Niiliuul  luoviii;^  lin  ui 
equally  in  n  correa|>ondiiij:  mannor.  lltMu-f 
the  extremity  of  the  front  rail  fiirther  from  tliu 
\mut  Oi' draft  cannot  rrse  or  tall  wttbotit  niuv 
ing  the  other  extremity  in  h  t;orre.H|»ondiiij; 
manner,  and  the  frame  thus  (-(MHtnict*  d  ia  ihh 
liable  to  hh^  out  of  shn|M',  and  can  madr 
much  lighter  than  a  rcctungtdHr  frame,  mu\ 
still  combine  the  requisite  atrength  >ntb  mueli 
gteater  atiffnea.". 

The  front  rail,  L\  of  the  frame  mistains  tin; 
cntting  apparatus.  This  coUMiMta  of  a  serifs 
of  stationary  Angers,  a  a,  which  project  for 
ward  and,  as  the  machine  ia  udvaticeil,  enter 
the  standing  grain,  and  of  a  recipiocatiti^' 
sickle-blade,  b.  The  latter  is  serrated,  an  irp 
re«ente<l  in  the  drawings,  and  itx  nl^es  <iir 
tickled,  M  ahowu  at  Fig.  2.  it  i*  coniiectcd 
at  one  extremity  by  meana  of  a  rod,  r,  wuii 
the  pin  or  wrist  of  a  crank,  rf,  which  i^^iecurcd 
to  the  front  extremity  of  a  shaft,  c.  Thts  aliaf't 
extends  backward  towartl  the  axle  D,  and  is 
fitted  at  its  hinder  extremity  with  u  l»evele-l 
pinion  whose  teeth  engage  with  thoseof  a  cor 
re8iK>ndiog  beveled  wheel,  F,  secured  to  otie 
of  the  runiiiug  wbecU  Eot  the  Iratoc,  ho  tliai 
the  latter  be<x>met  the  driving  wlH;el  of  tli« 
machine,  and  in  running  over  the  grouiHl 
causes  the  crank  shaft  to  revolve,  an<i  imparts 
a  reciprocating  movement  to  the  sickle-blade. 

To  facilitate  the  action  of  the  cutting  aiqta 
ratus,  a  reel,  G,  is  munute<)  above  it.   1  he 
shaft  of  this  reel  turns  upon  bi-ariuga  in  tlie 
frameof  the  machine.    It  is  titieil  with  a  M\ 
pulley,  IJ,  which  isencirele^l  by  a  l)elt  leading' 
from  a  correit|>oudiug  pulley,  I,  on  the  axle  l>, 
so  that  as  the  latter  turns  with  the  wheel  1' 
the  reel  is  caiiWHl  to  revolve.   Thogiaui  cut 
by  the  machine  falls  u]>on  a  removable  plai 
form.  K,  behind  the  cutting  apparatus,  and  is 
raked  off  at  the  side  of  the  machine  by  u  t  ak*  t 
who  stands  ui>on  the  frame  behind  the  ]»l»t 
form.   In  order  to  leave  the  side  of  iho  plat 
form  at  which  the  grain  is  discharged  per 
fectly  free  for  the  action  of  the  rakor,  the  lt»  It 
./',  by  which  motion  is  eonveyed  to  the  re.  I 
shaft,  isdeflecteil  from  its  direct  course  toi  K- 
drivingpnlley  I  by  passing  it  unthr  giiii|«' 
pulleVM  which  are  pivote^l  to  the  frame  of  tlio 
machine  beneath  the  raklDgi|)Iatfurm. 
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Tbe  carriage  to  wiilcli  tlie  team  i«  Litcbeii 
consists  or  a  tViUiie,  L,  wliicli  in  tnouotetl  at  itH 
forward  eitreinitv  (I|K)ii  tbc  axlu  tree  Nof  two 
t  unning  wheeb,  Si  M,  and  is  connect«d  tliere 
with  by  a  kiii<:-b»»U,  winch  )H>rii)itN  th«  axle- 
tr»H!  to  turn  friM-Iy  botieath  the  frame.  The 
hinder  extuMiiity  of  tl»«'  fraino  in  coniifete<l  by 
n  horizontal  Imit,  </,  with  the  front  rail  of  the 
liinder  carria);e,  tu»  that  thin  earria|;e  can  ti|> 
u|>on  the  axle  Hot  itR  riiuniiif;  wheeN  with- 
out aflectiu^  the  front  axle-tree,  N,  to  which 
the  tongue  t)  i^  seenred.  in  order  to  control 
thin  tipping  of  th*-  hinder  earriag**,  and  con- 
nequently  to  n-gulate  tli«*  distance  of  Wn  front 
rail  and  the  entting  appanituxtheivto  attiM;heii 
from  the  ground,  a  Htrong  bar  or  arm,  P,  id  pro 
i»'fte<l  from  tin;  frame  of  flic  hinder  carriage 
over  the  frame  nt  tin-  front  oiic,aiid  \h  extended 
paHt  u  8Lan<lai«i,  Q,  eiectetl  u|Km  the  ftxmt  ex- 
rrcmity  ol  the  Ibrw.in!  (;arri;tgi'.  The  bar  I*  is 
|ilaced  in  kucIi  a  po.xition  uitli  reH|K'Ct  to  the 
front  Htaudaid,  ii,  that  it  la'arsi  agatiiMt  one  of 
it8  8ide8,with  whiuh  it  in  in  contact, by  a  Mpiare 
.stapleaurroitnding  the  Htaudard  ami  »iiM*ured  to 
I  he  bar.  The  standard  is  |MTf4>i  ate4i  ith  a  fK> 
rien  of  holes,!,  to  which  a  pin,  h.  is  tit  ted,  which 
can  l»e  shitted  Irom  oim  hole  to  another.  The 
pi-njecting  Imt  I' m  rigidly  connected  with  the 
front  part  ol  the  hinder  carriage-frame,  and 
hence  when  it  Im  rann-d  thiA  jwrtion  of  the  car- 
nage is  eorreNpondiii>,ly  raiseil,  andjbe  cut 
ting  apparatus  is  lifted  from  the  groftnd.  It 
iM  then  ]>revente«l  from  Hinking  by  paa,<4ing  the 
pin  ft  in  the  hole  immediately  beneath  the  bar 
1',  which  is  thus  preveiitetl  from  returning  to 
Its  lowest  iiosition.  Thin  pin,  although  it  pre- 
vents the  bar  1',  and  connequently  the  fix>nt 
of  the  hinder  c-ari  lage,  trom  sinking,  doeit  not 
prevent  it  from  ri«iing  when  it  itriLes  any  ae 
cidentul  (irotuberauce  on  the  ground,  and 
hence,  while  thi.t  arrangement  affords  a  con- 
venient meana  of  regulating  the  distance  of 
the  cutting  apparatus  from  the  ground,  it  di- 
minishes the  risk  of  the  breakage  which  woold 
result  from  contact  with  an  aocideotal  aod  on- 
notioetl  protuberance  on  the  sarfaoe  of  the 
ground. 


When  thw  machine  is  used  forcntting  giam 
the  driver  stands  u I kOtt  the  forwanl  part  of  the 
front  carriage,  where  he  can  drive  the  horses 
hitche«i  to  the  tongue,  anil  can  at  the  Kame 
time  regtdate  the  height  of  the  stubble  by  rais 
ing  or  lowering  the  bar  I',  and  thus  elevate  4.1 
depress  the  cutting  apparatus.  The  rakei 
Htands  ui»on  the  frame,  of  the  hinder  carriage 
Udiind  the  raking-platform  K,  where  he  can 
readily  rake  off  the  grain  falling  theri'ot)  and 
discharge  it  at  tliesideof  the  machine  iuonI 
distant  Irom  the  standing  grain. 

When  the  machine  is  use^l  for  mowing  grass 
or  other  substances  w  hicli  do  not  itHjuire  to  i»e 
bound  into  sheaves,  the  platform  is  remov  ed 
ami  the  grass  .cut  falls  directly  over  the  front 
rail  u|>on  the  surfae>e  of  the  ground,  and  ia  lett 
ill  the  tnwik  of  the  machine.    As  the  cut  grasn 
falling  at  that  side  of  the  machine  nearer  the 
standing  grass  would  be  in  the  way  <>('  the  team 
and  wheels  w  hen  making  a  succeinling  cut,  and 
would  al.so  be  injured  l»y  l>erng  trample<l,  I  .se 
cure  an  adjuatable  hinged  guard  plate,  l{,  to 
tlie  inner  side  of  theoblitpieside  raillt.  When 
the  raking  platform  K  is  in  use  this  ;:naiii 
plate  Is  turueil  up,  as  represented  m  Kig.  I  , 
but  w  hen  the  platform  i«  removed  this  guard 
plate  IS  depressed,  and  then  turns  the  cut 
grass  falling  at  that  end  of  the  cutting  appit 
ratus  away  from  the  standing  gra.ss,  thus  lent 
iiig  a  clear  sjiace  lor  the  team  to  walk  in  w  hile 
tiniking  a  succeeding  cut. 

What  I  claim  as  my  invention,  and  d«-siie  to 
secure  by  Ijetters  Tatent.  is— 

lianging  the  cutter-barofa  reapinj^'  inaehine 
to  the  side  of  a  triangular  frame  in  such  maii 
ner  that  neither  extremity  of  the  cutter  sh;ili 
lie  liable  to  aag  l>elow  the  other  e\tiemit> ,  a.<i 
herein  set  forth. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  aub 
scribed  mv  name. 


JOHN  H.  MANNY. 


Witnesses: 

P.  U.  Watson, 
J.  8.  SVITB. 
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.lOHN  U.  MANNY,  OK  WAl>DAM'8  (iROVK,  lU.INOls 
IMPROVEMENT  IN  HARVESTERS. 

H|MiclAcHti<iii  torniiiix  |>ai1  of  J.<>tl>Tx  I'atPiit  No.  9)>4VS,  (lal<  il  Nom mU  i       t-'  .'    .u.r  '  i 

^•fp»«nibpr  17,  186a. 


Til  r  ll  trhom  it  tnajf  coHctrn : 

Ue  it  known  that  I,  John  fl.  MANNY,  of 
\Vml<lHin'.'«  drove,  in  tlie  wunty  of  .Stephen- 
Him  and  Stal*' of  Illinois,  have  inrented  e«'i 
tHiii  newaii"!  ^^(•rnl  Improvenii-ntniti  Maehines 
lor  Mow  in;:  drain  fin<l  OniRs,  of  wliicli  the  lol 
lowing  if*  ;i  Inll,  ch'ar,  and  exact  dewrljif ion,  • 
n-fi-reiice  Mug  liad  totheaceoinpan.s  iiiirdraw-  j 
in;:^,  «lii<;h  part  of  ihi«  speritii-iitiun. 

anil  in  which  — 

I'lUnn'  1  lepiewMits  a  view  iti  poi -iiitrtiv  t' of 
my  iniprmcti  machine  (ttted  with  a  rakiitf; 
phttforin  to  adapt  it  to  the  mowing  of  i;rniii. 
Fiji.  "J  ii'presentM  A  plan  of  tho  same  fittoti  tor 
iiiowirifT  ^;rasj*,  the  raking-platroini  lietn/  r** 
moved  and  a  scpupor  in>mrted  at  the  <'nd  <»!'  thf 
machine  tiiat  nui.s  next  the Rlandin^'  Ki<'^''^< 
ivntn\  e  th<»  ('nt  (^raiss  from  a  narrow  wtrip  for 
Ihe  driviiij{-wh«x'l  to  run  on  wliile  culttug  the 
i^uccecdin^  HWtuh.    Fig.  U  reprenents  a  view 
Ml  per^ivectiv*'  of  a  fraf^ment  of  the  Hnger  l>;ir  | 
with  Its  tinjieis  and  the  Hickle  detaehe*!  tnun  j 
tlie  macliinc.    Fig.  4  repre.«*ent8  awiniilar  vn-w 
of  (lie  (ing«M  l>ar  and  tinfferH  tnrneii  lK>ttom  up  ' 
IMTtnoHt.    I'i;r.  '>  lepreHents  a  transverse  m'(r- 
tioii  (if  tlie  llnger-bar  at  the  lin«  x  x  of  Fig. 
Fig.  <»  represents  a  view  in  i>er8|M;c(ive  «d  one 
of  f  h<«  fingers  detaeheil;  Fig.  7,  a  like  view  of 
the  under  |tart,  and  Fig.  H  of  the  iip]>er  part, 
of  the  wune.    Pig. }»  i«  a  view  in  j^rspective 
of  a  fiagHH'nt  of  the  tlnger-lmr,  {8^'n  un  the 
uinier  nide,)  the  dngetN  being  reinoveti.  Fig. 
1(1  n-prenents  a  ph'n  of  the  nn<ler  side  of  tlie 
•iciile.    Fig.  11  M'pretent.H  a  view  of  the  re- 
niovalile  bottom  or  raking  platform  tietaclicd 
Irom  the  frame.    Fig.  I'J  is  a  view  in  j>erf«pec 
livo  of  the  HcrajMJr. 

My  invention  and  improvcmentM  relate  to 
the  frame  of  tht<  machine,to  the  track  by  which 
ii  in  drawn,  to  the  iiioile  reguhiting  the  h«l^'ht 
of  the  cut  tiom  the  ground,  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  cutting  apparatUM,  and  tu  the  ar- 
rangement of  the  wheel  wliich  carrier  the  outer 
en*l  of  the  platform  and  drivea  the  cutter, 
w  ith  re*|N)Ct  to  a  seni|>er  for  clearing  the  eut 
grHM  ofT  the  track  n»xt  the  standing  grass  in 
riich  manner  that  the  track  clnaied  by  the 
scraper  during  the  cutting  of  one  swath  shall 
Ih)  run  upon  by  the  driving-wheel  while  the 
next  Nwaih  is  l»eiug  nut. 

Tite  irame  A  A' A',  wbioli  c^rnestho  cutting 
■ppsratat,  is  iu  th«  form  of  a  (Haugle  sup- 


])orted  horizontally  u|»ou  a  pair  <>i'  wheel.-.  l'>, 
whose  aile  IV  is  placed  IxMuMth  those  shi.  >...i 
the  frame  which  corres|w»nd  to  tin-  p.  rper.dii  n 
lar  A'  and  hypotenuse  .\' of  the  tnunsl.'  i! 
attoat  the  niiiidle  of  the  pet peiidii-iil.u  :i!  i 
parallel  to  the  side  A  ( oi n'.HiKxidin;;  fo  ll  i 
base,  which  goes  lor wunl  inid  i-il  In  r  e.tii>-r  i;  u;i- . 
the  linger  bar  or  supports  ihe  f;;inn-    Tin  i<,l 
\aiitiij;eof  this  arrangenunt  of  tlie  fi  jne  * 
that  neither  end  i»f  the  tin-*  r  bar      ii  tn 
Hag  below  the  «>iln  i,  beyond  w  ii  if  i-xln  '  f  •  1 1  . 
flexibility  ol  the  m.itci  iiiLsnt  the  fiame.  <  . 
the  latter  be  rai.sed,  lowcied.  and  di  i 
one  corner.    \  stroi.g  l)ar  of  iii«ii.<      'in  ,  > 
attached  to  the  forwanl  e\tremit\  nf  the  ^  !,• 
A' of  the  tiiangnlar  frame.    1;  [  i.'iei  i-  ;  i 
ward  <»f  the  same  and  Iumh!-;  npw.ud,  mi  K  ' 
manner  of  a  runnel  of  a-xleiyli.    .V  >i  i.-n  i  m 
of  iron,  C,  similar  to  that  |u.st  nieiitioii^'d.  > 
firmly  secured  to  the  front  wide,  \,  nt  the  tiame 
at  a  short  diMtanee  within  its  outer  end. 
H4^cond  bar  of  iron  is  paralie!  to  the  tit>*t.  trid 
projects forw ard  and  beinls iipw ;ii .1  loiijev  ui  . 
e\t«"(t     .\  (  the  ii:ru  :- 1  nd  u!  :h.  1.  ..un  ,  >•  m  . , 
the  sides  A  and  A-  meet,  a  thud  b.u  ot  mei.il 
C*,  is  rtruily  secured  to  the  >iile  .\.    It  i>>»iiiii 
lar  in  form  to  the  bars  V  d'',  and  ^'ands  p  w 
allel  therewith.  *  ItM  forward  extremity  hi  o  i 
nectcd  with  the  corner  of  the  fr.ime  by  a  t'.i|<, 
(i,  which  ta|>ers  to  a  |H)int  in  or<ler  to  i  nti  ■ 
freely  among  the  Htantlin^  gtain  oi  g?as^  i;  .! 
divido  that  which  in  to  tie  cut  in  thi'  hwiiih  .m 
which  the  iiiaihine  ih  adxanciii;:  from  ttiat 
which  19  to  l»e  left  .»>fandiii;:  to  be  eut  in  t'n- 
next  swath.    The  front  exi  reniifie.s  of  i  lie  bus 
<!  ("  have  eyes  niadethiongli  them  t<«ie.  i-i\( 
a  horiioiital  ro<l,  b,  which  |ias.Ncs  tlipnii'h  'In 
rear  or  forke<l  cxtremiiy  of  tin*  <lr;in  ti;ii  .>i 
reach  |),  and  fi)rin!»  a  hiii;;e  on  w  liieh  t  In  >  nm 
turns  Id  allow  the  front  of  the  IVanie  .\  lo  'i>> 
and  fall.    Tliu  front  extiemity  ol  this  di.ii 
bai  is  connected  to  the  iniek  bv  ine.ins  nl  ,i 
king  bolt  which  passes  thiwiigh  and  seenii  <  u 
in  the  nsusi  luanner. 

The  irou  bar  C  has  a  Ion;;  Icvei  ii;;idl>  ,ii 
tHche<t  to  it  wliich  extends  tm  w  ard  to  a  siiiinl 
urd,  F,  eix'cted  u|m>u  the  platform  of  Ihetincl. 
A  staple  on  tbo  mdo  of  the  forward  end  <>t  *  l<  ■ 
lever  K  embraces  the  standard  F,  whieh  has.i 
vortical  row  of  lioles  through  it,  in  an>  oi,<  i  t 
which  a  pin,  c,  may  be  placed  to  h«dd  the  h  xei 
at  the  required  elevation.   The  <it11ee  <d  tins 


s  r..  hold  th.  i  iitter  at  Uio  |>roj>er 
i.ii.t  '  iioiji  flip  ground  to  cut  grain  orgrassnt 
till'  iiiopri  laiput 

It  IS  ol'vioii*  t li;it  lln'  lever  E  may  lu'attaoiml 
fi    any  t  oiiv  i  nu'iit  i»art  of  the  tVaino  A  atnl 

I  li»  ncc  t\t«  ml  iiitlio  truck;  but  I  pr«'f»T  to  at 
lavli  It  (o  oitliPi  tin  Idir  f  or  to  tin'  front  part 
ii(  ihc  (Miu  r  rml  ol  the  Iruin*'  A. 

A  rciico  Imaril.  If.  rxlemls  aciosri  tin;  franic 
V  p:irali»  I  \><  tin-  II  I  -t ,  and  at  a  distance  tlii'te 
li(t:n  f.,u  li  ui  tlir  U  ii;.'|h  <»f  the  lon;.:<'^t  .italkH 
!».•  "Ill      '|Im~  1.  ;..,  Imard  )■?  sii|i]ioitf<l  l>\ 
^taii  lauls  '  lu'liiiid  i(    A  svcond  I«'nc4'  boaitl, 

II  ,  l.uM'cintMl  [ii  fli<'  dii);;oi)al  s\i\f  A' of  the 
train*'  i(.  1  ii  vcDt  iht'cut  urain  from  lidlniji'iv 
llic  iiiniM  (  nd  t>!  the  inachiiie. 

The  fsj  aw  iK'twciMi  l!u' fencedHtaid  and  the 
front  liar  of  tho  fiamc  i.-s  fitted  with  a  lomova 
tilo  botloiiior  lakin;^  piatfortii,  I,  whirli  i.s  in 
Kfi  tc»l  w  hfti  ciitluiii  ^rainor  oth«?r  crops  which 
if  isi  dcsirotl  to  dflucr  from  the  nmchiiif  in  l»nii 
dies,  icady  to  tie  into  Mheavies.    Am  fast  as  (lie 
)i2rain  IS  cii!  it  tails  back  U|kmi  this  platform, 
whi-rc  it  isa!l<t\\«  d  to  accuiiMilato  until  A  .sutti 
ciciit  tjuantit  s  to  loi  id  a  sheaf  has  bt'en  de- 
posited, « lieu  It  i>  swept  oil  by  an  attendant 
«ith  a  stroke  of  his  itike.    The  outer  end,  f, 

III  this  plaiiurin  or  Irottoin  in  inclined  upward 
.ukI  extends  over  ihe  crank  and  biyoiid  the 
side  of  the  tVanie  and  driviujr  wheel,  ho  that 
«hrii  the  rnlci  i  disi  liarijes  the  ;,'rain  it  will 
rU'.u  till'  iii.H  li.rie  uitl  Ik'  at  a  HullicicMt  height 
lo  drop  in  a  heap,  insteatJ  of  bcin^  »cattere<l, 
as  it  would  be  il  pushed  oH"  the  end  of  a  low 
phitf.irui,  «liicli  \MMild  allow  the  low er  portion 
of  I  he  bundle  lo  Kliike  the  f;rouiid  before  the 
upper  poilion  ban  left  theniattbine.  Tliispiat- 
torni  IS  lu-ld  111  place  by  hanging  its  inner  end 
to  the  diagonal  bar  ot  the  fruuie  b\  means  <>(  u 
hook,  h.isp,  button,  or  other  devi<-e  that  will 
admit  of  it.H  Ik  in;:  iea«lily  uiifa8tenrd  lor  re 
uiovai,  and  itn  outer  end  is  titteii  Inlothc  Ir.tnie 
in  such  uiannci  that  it  will  lie  st«^adil>  in 
place,  aiut  siinpl\  n  tpiiieb  to  Im'.  raised  up  to 
leuiov;  it.  The  outer  end  of  lids  platform 
^ll^luld  be  made  o<  sln-et  metal  and  si-cured  lo 
the  other  part,  as  i«  pie.seijt<'d  iu  I'ig.  11.  The 
sheet  Uifctal,  Ik  ii);^  xiiooth  and  not  Mabh-  t«>lK; 
iiHighened  t»y  the  teeth  otihe  rake.  iM|)ieleia- 
lile  to  woo<l. 

\\  hen  iiiov\iii;;  ;;ius.s  or  other e.i(>p.->  ^^lll(  h  it 
IS  desirable  to  njuead  o\er  the  surface  ol  tlie 
ground,  the  platloriii  ur  raking  Imt tutu  lof  the 
iramein  lemoved  anil  the  cot  htalks  fall  back 
over  th«  cutter  and  the  U tiger  bar  directly 
upon  the  grouud,  iiistoad  of  being  received 
upon  the  platf«)rin,  hh  in  the  former  case. 
Whenevei  the  platform  i.s  thiM  reuuived  a 
l)oard  or  scraper,  .1.  .shouhl  b«  liiui;ed,  rej> 
lT^ent*ll  in  1  ig.  If,  near  the  inuer  end  of  the 
linger  bar  V,  in  i>uch  manner  tbnt  \{h  lower 
tslge  will  drag  nj»on  the  ground  Hud  Ik;  Iiw  to 
rise  and  fall  to  aeeoniiuudatc  itiHilf  to  the  iu 
•  qunlitieH  thereof.  Thiti board  staudtt  parallel 
to  thediugoiiai  bar  of  the  Iratue,  and  thcreloie 
oblitpiely  to  the  'lirectiou  io  which  the  luacbinc 
IS  moving.    J'he  forward  «xtr«iuity  of  tho 
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bo.ird  runs  bet  wcon  tho  staialin;;  and  en i  u'l  .i-- 
wiide  its  hinder  extremity  exteiids  l.it(  j.i;i\ 
o^  eI  the  ground  which  the  cut  ;,Mass  oi  r.ipii - 
a  distance  at  b'a>l  ecpi.il  to  the  VMiitii  •  i  'm 
track  of  the  driving  whei),  iii  order  Ih.i!.  liki 

I  the  mold-board  of  a  plow,  it  nia\  in  Mi>'\in:. 

I  forward  turn  aside  the  i:i;>ss  and  Iea>e  :>  «'  p 
of  unooveicil  stublile  foi  tin- dii\ in;,'  »\lit  •  1 

'  Kin  oil  instead  <d  niiiiniig  on  the  cut  ^r.ts>. 
which  it  would  h  ive  to  do  il  ,«  ti.ick  noi 

I. cleared  for  ir  h\  liir  scr.i|>«  r      .m  i  it  u.i 
plac«'d  Ml  the   new   po^iiioii  in  wliirli  I 

'  arraugi'd  it,  so  as  t<»  run  iit  the  ir;M  k 

I  cleared. 

A  further  ad\  aiilage  w  hieh  lesiilis  honi  i 
■  arrangement  of  tho  wheel  and  s<i,ipei  i>  in, it 
i  the  track  cleared  for  Ihc  wheel  to  run  on 
I  leave  the  outer  en<l  of  the  nil u  t  ;im!  tl..-  i-oi, 
neetiiig  ix>d  and  crank  N'  lice  tion,  d  u  oi 
,  becoming  euUujgled  in  the  e«it  ;;i.i-^ 

.\  |ilatlorm,  K,  irt  placed  upon  ih*  (  .nii.ti 
part  of  the  axle  11'  of  the  nup|ioi  tm;^  In  i  U  H 
;  for  the  raker  or  attendant  to  stand  upon  to  pt  i 
fotni  his<lut,\ .  The  whreN*  next  I  he  Mill  \  ol 
the  liaine  supports  the  gr<M!t  i  I'aii 
wei;4ht  ol  t he  latter,  and  i>  Uiude  lo  .i.  fn.t t  m 
siekle  \N'  through  the  iiitei  \ t'iitio;i  ot  .-^i.  i  i  Ii' 
I  gearing,  a  erank,  and  eonnectiii;^  lod  I  n 
lir.Ht  wheel,  I«,  of  I  his  gearin;.'  i>s»c'in  ;!  l  '  mic 
outside  of  the  di  iving- w  heel  and  eonnii;in 

« ith  the  axlo  of  the  same.    Tlii>  ;.r,ii   1 

,  1.  lakes  uilo  aiol  drixi.s  a  pniioii.  I,  .  i  i  ';• 
!  c*»uuter-«bnft  Al,  to  rotalothesam. .  Tlii>>liait 
carries  the  bevel  •  wheel  M',   ind   the  l.itt' i 
I  ineshe.H  into  a  bevel  •  pinion,  M  ,   whii  h  i> 
tiiDuntedoii  tin-  erank  shall  N,  to  \\  hirh  ii  i-mti 
muuicates  u  rapi«l  rotary  iiHttion  Tlieromi 
ter  shaft  M  rests  in  Iwaiings  on  tin-  two  ^idi  H 
of  the  frauic-lK-'aui  which  forms  ihe  ."«idi"  A  oi 
the  triangohirframe,  and  th«- crank  sli. ill  N  i' 
8upp(>rtcd  in  the  bearings  formrdinth*-  ii>>^^ 
jiieeen  that  unite  the  nides  of  this  bean,.     I  li«- 
erank  N'  i«  «^ither  foruifil  in  our  ]i:tt 
llif  shaft  N  that  carries  it,  or  i>  ni  olr  ><  |  iU  ih- 
and  keye<l  ot  otlierwuse  .secnrnl  to  tlir  ^h.ilf  ; 
'  but  the  former  mode  is  piefei al.lr,  i-.ttiii 
,  crunk  is  in  no  danger  of  bciiig  i.iin  d  1  • 'mv 
The  c-oiinectiug  nnl  N-  .should  h.ive 
and  well-titted  eye  at  each  end— -lln«  i 
i-en  ea  ci  alik  pin,  and  tlieot  h«  i  toi  i  lie 
that  eoiHiecIs  >t  with  the  sii  Kb-  bar  • 
t  hiuugh. 

The  suckle  is  coinpo.sed  ol  a  htrim^ 

bar  or  b.tek,  <•,  and  a  .seiies  oi  li>y.«  ng*-  >li.iiM-d 
'  teeth,  «,  Hccured  thereto  by  livet.s  or  sciews. 
I  KiU'b  tooth  should  be  made  of  a  plate  of  good 
1  and  well  tein|M'red  steel,  alK>ut  onet  ighlh  oi 

all  inch  iu  thiekucMM  and  four  iik  hes  ! 
I  with  Its  four  edges  sharpened  by  l»e\ cling  tin  m 
.  off  Ml  the  manner  of  a  joiner's  cIiim  I.  and  su  L 

liu^  the  beveled  !»ide,  as  represeiiled  in  I  i-. 
•  .S.  The."*©  I<»zenge  eutter-s  •  are  ol  n  foim  ili.it 
i  w  ould  be  priHinced  by  placing  i  wo  isox  eh  s  1 1 1 

auglevijofequat  l>:i.<«OHn'i  iineipiai  height,  ha^o  to 
'  baw,  the  triangles  being  so  proportioiii-d  ih  ii 
;  the  diagonal  (d  the  lo/cnge  which  coi  ii-siiomls 
!  to  the  lia.H«.i  of  the  triangles  is  the  loii;;e>i. 
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Tli«tt*ih  lliiiH  tiiiiuoil  Hr»»  Hiran^jed  on  the 
li»vver  sitU'  of  llie  l»ar  witli  tbeir  long««t  <li 
aKoitaiNL-oiiK'iiliiig  wiib  itM  froiitfd;;!'  aii<I  tlif  ir 
(M've.lt^W  e«lK«"*  (i|)|H.'riuo.Ht,  HHil  III  tlii.'t  posti- 
lion urv  Mcciin-il  to  the  Imr  l»y  two  ?iv«'tsor 
HCi«'w.H  paHNiii;;  throii^^h  hoh-*t  in  eiu-li  ul' thorn 
Mini  tliitiiit;h  rtirii->i|iittiiliii^'  hol<-H  in  tlic  liar. 
Th**  |>oiiJl.>  aiitl  I'litlinjj  •  t'»lg»*H  of  tht*  lootli, 
l«)iiiio«i  aiMl  uri  Aiigetl  iii  thin  iiiaiiiior,  uill  |>ro- 
jfct  on  Uith  Ki4i«'.s<)f  tliuliar  r,  but  itiost  on  the 
i'ioiit  hmI«:,  !um1  will  thuH  tunii  a  (h)uble-iM|r;ed 
ruttfr,  the  U't-ili  ill  ftoiil  of  ilii'  bar  Ikmii^  ile- 
»i);iicil  to  nil  the  slalkti  of  thi-  HtHiiiling  grain 
or  giants,  iiihI  tht>  teetii  lK>iiiii«i  it  Ih'ihk  for  tho 
|iiii|fo.<(%  union;;  other  tliiii(;s,  of  cntting  off 
wiff  ;:«af*t  or  other  liliron.s  uiHttcrs  that  p't 
lap|M>ci  iihoiit  ihf  c.iitttT  bar  or  entAii;;lt>il  in 
the  ltii;:»-is,  :>iii|  v\lii(;h  teml  8o  much  to  letartl 
aii<l  <  In;;  I  In-  ujK  i  .irsiMi  of  llic  sinyh'  (M|j»ef1  nit 
tel. 

The  lnni)  jiihI  |iro|mi(ioiis  of  the  cutler, 
.«lKi\e  jjneii,  are  those  whieli  i  hiive  cssjt.vtMl 
\^  II  li  Mu  eess,  ami  whieh  J  iKilieve  totxMhe  lKJ»«t ; 
lull  I  do  iMit  <*<inflnc  mv'^elf  to  tho^**  )>ro|if)r 
iiotii*,  ii«ir  lo  the  {trvciHtt  urraii^onieiit  or  eon 
Mtriietioii  ol  ilu-  jmrtH,  as  they  iii.i\  b«^  mraily 
vitrieil  witliiii  ihc.  principle  of  my  iiiv«'iitiou, 
Htiil  althoii;;li  il  \h  a  matter  of  eonveiiie*;*!  in 
makitii:,  and  iilVonls  ;;reat  facililiei*  for  repaiis, 
to  iiiaki-  tin'  M-iratetl  bhide  of  i^ep.'irate  leeth, 
yet,  if  pi-efenftl,  ihebiaile  may  lie  made  in  a 
Niii^le  pi<  e«'.  iiiiil  the  teeth  formed  by  forcing, 
lili'i^.  "!  ofliri  >\  isi',  ;»f  the  option  of  tlie  tuiii- 
sirtieloi.  Ill  '  -I.  kl«'  or  cutter  thii^  foiine»l 
riiDH  tlii<>u;;li  :iiid  -.ids  iii  coii<-ort  with  a  ^erie8 
i>r  guai<l  liii^'eM,  (J,  Hi'Ciired  |^nud  projecting 
I  ir«aril  into  the  htandiii^  ;irnTn  or  grasit  from 
ilM-tront  Kidi-  of  the  tiii;;t'i  bar /i  'rh<"^«'  liii- 
>;ei>  r:ini;e  in  a  line  with  the  runners  <'  V  < 
!  Iiat  \t  hni  I  uiitiin;*  on  the  jtirouiid  the\  mny 
ii^e  iiioH- lit <  i\  o\«M  olMtructiotit. 

To  facilitate  ilieriitingol  tho  tingerti  over  in- 
ei|ualiii<-N  of  the  Murfaoe  of  the  ground  their 
hoiit  ends  tiiin  iipffiird.  Where  the  lltil  side 
of  the  ttreth  of  the  Kickle  |m«sover  the  etiges 
ol  (he  hiigerr>  the  latter  have  .sharp  cornein,  ho 
that  the  combined  action  uf  theHicklu  and  llii- 
KerH  will  l>e  to  M'ver  the  tttalk)}  by  h  nluuiring 
<-ut.  The.He  tingerH  may  b<)  made,  of  cMMt  or 
mulleable  irtui,  and  they  conitist  of  two  part* 
or  liMlven,  the  up)H>iiiiuflt  of  which,  m,  in  ao 
o)»en  framt^  to  iMcilitatn  tho  tinwhargc  of  ob- 
r>iruclionH  that  nlwayt  work  in  lictweon  the 
top  ol  the  nieklc  and  theo|K;ning  of  the  finger. 
The  under  part,  n,  of  the  linger  is  n  Ntrong 
|Miinled  l>ar  These  two  arc  united  At  their 
tfonlejid  by  llttiitg  them  together  and  pAHH- 
ing  a  Hcrevv  or  rivet  through  them,  and  at  the 
rear  end  they  are  united  by  letting  the  upper 
half,  M,  Into  Ik  notch,  j,  Fig.  'J,  iu  the  finger- 
bar  a,  aiiil  elaiiiping  the  under  piece,  n,  druily 
u|K>n  It  aint  to  the  bar  by  Hcr«WM  piiMing 
through  the  Hliank  of  the  snid  under  part,  n. 
A  piece  ot  leather  or  other  packing,  i,  i»  placed 
iM.-tweeu  till'  two  part«  of  etich  finger  in  such 
manner  that  II  can  be  removed  to  bring  the 
iwopirtN  iieHier  together  to  coai|>eiiiiAte  for 


their  wear  and  that  of  the  knif*-.    'i'lic  up,-. 
Murface  of  the  front  extremity  of  th»-  lowet  pn  : . 
w,  of  the  tliiger  haMraiHed  llangeK  ii  on  its  I'd 
or  a  depr(>!«8ioii  «<unk  in  it.'*  Murfare,  by  wlm  h 
U'eaiiM  th«-  two  (t.trtHare  united  wiihoii?  m  ik 
ing  a  horiziuital  joint  in  Iront  tli:it  uoidd  Ii 
I  tine  ^itisii,  tVc,.  the  iieciiniiilalio  i  of  n  :i  -ii 
would  greail.\  obHiriiet  the  action  o(  tin-  Uu 
ger,  whoxe  duty  can  onl\  be  pt-ifoiined  pio| 
erly  when  it  in  clear  of  ob.«»tiiietioi(s  oi  >\t  m 
kind,  HO  ait  to  enter  freely  lwtwe«Mi  tin-  st,i'k>< 
of  grain  or  iiTu»>i  and  divide  without  i>vrrr;d 
ing  or  breaking  them  doM  n.    The  finger  li.t.s  a 
h>ng,  narrow  huri/outal  openiiii^oi  hIoI  llir.in;:!i 
1  it,  with  a  riH-esH  or  notch,  "J,  in  the  iijiper  sidi 
of  the  oiK-niiig  and  toward  the  rear  end  of  iln- 
I  Ri\me  to  admit  the  cutter  bar      I'lu- naii  <  >v\  <  i 
|K)ttieii  ot  the  slot  before  and  Indiiiid  flii.>.  n- 
I  ce.sH  or  enlargement  is  for  the  teeth  or  hl.id.  n 
:  to  play  in.    ThecoruernMof  the  lower  p.iition 
I  of  the  finger  are  made  Rmooth  and  Nlini|i  •<> 
I  act  in  connection  with  the  flat  sideof  ilirti  i  tli 
to  cut  or  sever  the  MtalkM.    The  notrh  t.r  )v 
I  C08«  i  111  e;uh  side  of  the  lower  |i.ii  J.  «,  .  l  'U, 
hnger  is  t«)  nHaint  the  working  out  of  ;:iim,  ;;nt. 
aud  fibers,  or  other  obstruetioir^  ili.il  may  ^zfi 
under  tho  blade,    'riieiiiner  corner. -.of  ihf  .■^idf 
bars,  .'i,  <d  the  upper  part  of  tlit>  titi;,'i'i  an* 
chamfered  off,  ho  a.sloniake  theii  lowei  I'd  jrs, 
6,  overhang  the  onleror<-utlingedj:es..».  ol  ln^ 
lower  imrt,  n,  of  the  finger  to  facilitate  the  dis 
charge  of  any  obHtrnction  that  may  <:<  t  nto 
the  o|»eiiiiig  lictweeii  the  bar>i  ."».    I'liis  eli  iiu 
fering  or  l>eveliiigof  f  he  iii.Hide«d  tin- ' 
o,  of  the  linger  >tojis  .short  (d  lln-  iiid<  li 
teceivcs  the  cutter  bar  »,  so  as  to  lea^  i-  a  in  .-.-, 
or  8tiid,  7,  that  t.end>  to  pievt-nl  tlie  ttbeis  tli  il 
lap  louinl  the  bais  't  Iroiii  ^^olklll;;  inio  iIm 
joint  betvMH-n  the  bar  t-  and  ol  llie  ii  iii  li 

■J.    The  tingerM  thus  coii.<«tru<-ted,  when  <eni 
fiotn  atM>>e,  appear  to  roiisi.<«i  of  .i  stout  n  ii 
tral  bar,     and  a  inoie  slender  one,  Ti,  on  e.n  h 
Hide  of  it,  the  three  springing  from  th<-  ling<  t 
bar  «  and  iinHding  in  fKuit  o\  it  in  a  pomt. 
Tho  Hnger  bar  iu  this  insiam^-  is  simply  a.slont 
j  bar  of  w<>«d  roundeil  on  the  iippi-i  an  I  tiai 
I  on  the  under  Hide,  with  a  neries  of  ii<it«-le'<*, 
X,  in  the  front  edge  of  it:*  Hat  Hide  to  re<-t  i\e 
the  inner  e.xireuiitiiui,  H,  of  the  upper  part  of 
tho  finger  to  Hteady  and  a.ssist  in  holding 
theaauie.    Wben  the  cutter  is  placed  in  th»i 
tingera  aud  moveil  back  and  forth  by  thet-rank 
eacii  of  ita  teeth  e  will  pass  from  the  niiditle  of 
!  one  fluger  to  the  middle  of  the  adj.teeid  titi.M  i 
I  and  back  again  alternately,  ho  tiiat  the  trt  tii 
will  presa  tho  etalka  alternately  toward  and 
I  from  ench  aide  of  the  fingers.    If  it  woui<l  be 
j  deemed  advi.sablu,  each  stroke  of  the  sn-kle 
inigbt  be  long  enough  toeaii»»<eaehol  ilsttH  th 
fo  paaa  and  repaaa  tbmngh  two  or  inoie  of  the 
flngera. 

A  revolving  reel  may  be  ii»«,'d  to  pn  s,  tiie 
grain  or  grana  agaiitai  tho  cutter  and  tiiin  it 
over  u|H)n  the  platform  or  tbo  gmiind,  .is  th<* 
cum:  may  be.  As  the  eou»truction  and  iiiode 
of  operating  the  reel  are  well  known,  ainl  as  I 
do  not  pro|K)a«  to  make  or  ii-se  il  diAereiiily 
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iroiii  others,  a  partionlar  desctiplioti  of  it  ^<^ 
hei'e  nnnm'ssiu  v. 

Tbft  truck  wbich  the  trianciilar  liarnf, 
with  ltJ»  cuttiii;;  inet-hanlsm,  U  drrt»mT)n'*HiH 
(»f  i\  p;iir  ol  uhifl.H,  l\  and  au  ihxU\  ii,  that 
»ii|t|Knt  a  vliitlnim  or  fi)ot-l»«rtrd,  K.  I 

Tli«'  front  t'iKl  i.l  Mil-  draft  bur  or  n-.u-U  l>,  j 
l».v  which  tiM-  truck  and  the  triaiiguUr  Iramf  . 
A  nrv  unirvd.  i»  !  i>teii<  d  to  tho  pluifnim  l{  li>  ; 
;i  kinplioM.  ,-.  \»  tm  li  also  fwiUH  the  pivut  on 
which  the  axh-  <^  «>f  the  trm-k  turns,  riit>  j 
pUuform  II  is  flft»'<l  wilh  a  aftU,  T,  for  th«i  di  ] 
reotor  <if  th«  nia<;hinf.  \ 

A  |M)le,  r.  foi  harne«»in}r  the  horaoH  to  for  ' 
pro]>ellrri{i;  the  niin-hino,  oxt«*nd!*  from  the  front  | 
o(  the  truck,  to  \vlii*;h  it  »s  cunnettfd  in  tho  i 
naaal  niauner. 

When  mow  in;:  or  grain  which  is  le  ; 

«|Uired  to  Im>  i-ut  wiy  close  to  the  gromnl,  iln'  ' 
pin  by  which  th«'  lever  K  \h  held  up.  i^witli- 
drawn  from  the  ataudard,  and  the  tintrerM  <.>  | 
and  the  ruuner^  (  C  are  hiifiered  ti».b«-!>r  ^ 
uo  the  surfaceof  the);rouud,to  whoxeineqtiali-  { 
tiea  tbe.v  viW  conform  by  riaing  and  faliinf;.  | 
In  tUia  way  graajfi  can  lie  cut  doner  and  uiore.  | 
evenly  than  in  uanally  done  by  band.  It  ta  ' 
►afe  thns  to  aMow  the  cntter  to  rnii  iieiir  the  ! 
fcroand,  because  the  dire<.*tor,  being  on  tlie  ' 
trnck  no  fiu  iu  athance,  can  aee  any  ohstrue-  ) 
tion  in  timetor;U!<etheculteruiitil  it  iHpa«!M«d,  i 
and  if  he  ahouhl  nor  happen  to  a^ev  it  and  it  : 
Mhouid  come  in  the  Iiu«  of  either  of  the  run-  j 
iierH  it  cunhi  not  do  any  liarm,and  if  itahoiild  | 
meet  the  tingerw  the  ehancen  of  injury  are  ; 
j;reatly  diniiniithed,  lxnaut*e  the  machine  \n  | 
free  to  ii«e  and  lali.  The  hinge  by  wliich  the  j 
trianguhtr  Iranie  ih  raided  and  lovi-<  red  beinc  i 
in  thiK  instance,  the  liorizoiital  Itolt  b.  that  <-on-  j 
nectH  the  front  of  the  rnnnera  to  the  reach  H,  | 
in  far  enoufih  elevate<l  alK)ve  the  surface  <»f  i 
the  ground  to  free  it  from  dan;jer  of  entangle-  | 
ment  with  the  cut  grain  or  grna.H. 

The  |>ei-«on  whos<>  duty  it  ia  to  rake  the  cut 
(rrain  off  the  bottom  1  atanda,  ast  haa  Iteen 
••tate<l,  n|tnn  the  plaift>rm  K,  witb  hit  face  to- 
ward the  fiont  of  the  machine,  and  liohlin;:;  a 
ruke  or  fork  iu  hia  hand.    With  a  aingle  sweep  | 
from  the  Inner  to  the  outer  end  of  the  iNtttom  ; 
i  he  punbea  the  cut  grain  off  iu  a  bundle,  anii  ! 
thia  o|>erution  he  retieataaaofteuattb«  ie<Yni-  | 
«it«  quantity  of  graiu  htu  bwet)  gutUere*!  upon  : 
the  platform.  i 

A  common  clutch  may  be  useil  toequnect  I 


and  disconnect  tlio  train  oi  geniind  for  opei ;«! 
injj  the  fickle  from  tiie  diivint;  \rlieel.  «<o  that 
while  the  ina<-iiiiie  in  drawn  towaid  ami  fintn 
itf*  Work  the  sickle  and  gearintr  may  leinatn  at 
re>*f 

rhes3BKMlifieatioii<»  of  Inch  any  part  of  tli. 
iiiadiine  is  rinscepiible  uie  vei.v  immeroiKS  in 
deed,  in  order  to  adapt  it  to  spei  ial  circnin 
Ht;iiice.s  or  to  make  it  contoiin  to  the  vie\'  >  ot 
difVeiviif  con<<tructors :  but  tlie.se  <  liant:es  I 
di'cin  it  iiiiiH'ceshary  to  «pecit>  .ansnchof  tli<-ni 
as  an"  important  will  naturally  i»cc4ir  n»ever\ 
i  II  t  el  Ii  ^e  li  t  con  s  f.  r  net  or. 

Having  thnx  deacrilied  mv  impr<»v  enieniv 
and  indicated  some  of  the  mrMlificaiioni*  ot 
\^hi(!h  they  ate  susceptible,  what  J  i-laiin  a^  mi\ 
invention,  and  dcnire  toseoure  by  Ix'ttei^*  !*at- 
ent,  is — 

1.  'I'lic  arrangement  of  the  ti  iick  acraperainl 
diiving  wheel  in  sneh  manner  that  the  lattei. 
whde  the  DiachiiH!  i.s  cutting  one  awatli,  ^mM 
run  in  the  track  cleared  by  the  former  wlieii 
tint  machine  ia  cnttiiig  the  previous  swaih, 
a^  herein  aet  forth;  but  in  tbi<*  patent  1  make 
uo  claim  whatever  to  the  track  »cra|»er  itself. 

2.  The  projectiona  7  ou  the  under  ruide  of  the 
upfier  l»aia,  .5.  of  the  finger,  in  combiuainMi 
w  ith  the  chamfer  or  receaa  on  the  lower  iuside 
corners  of  aaid  bars  to  «M)unteract  the  tehdeii 
ey  of  wire  gniHAand  other  fit»roHHobstrn<  iions 
lo  pass  in  between  the  cutter-bar  f  and  the 
fidea  of  the  ree<  sa  iu  theup|>er  part  of  tlie  tin 
ger  in  which  it  ia  guided. 

roriniug  the guard-flngersOof  twoiiarr.x, 
m  and  N,)nterlm'tked  atlhe  point,  auhMtanlndiy 
a.H  herein  Ket  forth,  so  that  grass  cannot  Ivd^e 
ill  the  joint  and  forii»'an  im}»edin)eiit  to  theii 
entering -l)et ween  the  atalka  of  the  Ktandin;,:, 
graiu. 

4.  In  combination  with  a  rakers  »ti\m\  or 
seat,  a  removable  platform  or  raking-bottoni 
conatmcted  wilh  swing  that  extendafrom  the 
outer  end  of  the  cutter  over  the  frame  and 
holda  up  the  butta  of  tlie  atrawa  altove  the 
stubble,  which  otiierwiae  would  obatruct  the 
discharge  of  the  grain  fnmi  the  platform,  aub- 
atantialiy  m  herein  aet  forth. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  sub 
aeribetl  u«y  name.  k, 

jPJOHN  M.  MANNY 
Witneaaea :  |F 
P.  H.  Watsok, 
K.  V.  liKNWiri. 


United  States  Pat  em  Office. 
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*•  )..•••  Mc.»ti»ti  f.-iii.i'     J  nr(  •■•  I  -St-  •  I  .> 

Tf*  nil  irhotii     tmii/  mmi  rti . 
livitkiioMittliat  !,Juiix  li 

flMll,  ill  thtM'DIHlfj-  t»f  \\  UHU  i*  t_  ■ ,. 

llliuiMx,  li.'ivc  iri\<;'iit«*«l  «-tMi;tui  tu-vv  ai)ti  um  liii 

IinprowtiMMi  1  >i  III  Ma«'h" 

<jr,nit  uikI  <  <i  4-s,  uf  wh 

full,  cloiir,  ami      tct  <leMoi  i|.l  ion,  n  !. 

uii.'  liuti  lo  liif  ;it  ti»iiij*aii yni;r  draw  ii( 

iii.tl»«*  \r.\rt  oi  l\tf  saau',  ftn«l  in  whicli 

ri;;ui>^  I  H'|>rvf*«  utH  a  J»li*ii  of  a  h.tr 
niiicliitit*  nnlii  iciiiy;  inj  iinj»rovi'UiMii I 
ri'preN'iits  a        flexition  of  tlM  KuuM': 
Vv^.  3  repreNfiits  n  mMioniit  vimv,  to  sli.nv 
nioitJparticnt.   !v  ti  e  ^-onstrth-tiDiMi*^  lli<'  ^wiv 
t*l  joint  of  til'  v^lin  h  .-II jijHM  ; iIh^  jVimt 

of  tJ>«  niacliUK . 

Ill  mv  Ijarvfsfiug  n)at  liiii<'  hi 

HtriKt»'«I  Willi  ii  ligill  tOOgnO  for  th    nui^cs  \>i 

ilruw  l«y  }iii)^re<I  to  tho  front  of  tbe  main  frrtru<  , 
iiiiil  itii  a  Hj^ru!  arm  or  branch  exteiultii);  from 
tlio  tougiu?  bni  k.  over  tbc»  fraim*  of  tbe  tnarliitie 
to  raist'  aii<i  iuwer  the  C0ttt;r^  I  fuive  roiind 
tliiir,  notwithstanding  th»i  machiiiii  wa."*  wi-ll 
bikUiK'tMl  on  tin-  axis  of  the  driving-wheel  on 
level  would  often  pre|>OLKlerute  in 

front  of  that  a  vis  and  betit  opprea»ively  upoi) 
the  horst's'  ntH.kH  in  advaiiRing down  ilirHCt'inl 
in^  irrt>uii(l,  or  whou  the  rake«  liAp|tene«i  to 
Mlnnd  t(K)  far  torward  tlie  weight  of  the  ma 
chini>  wonld  aim  prejionderate  too  much  in 
rrotil.    \VhtM)  tbe  tuacbioe  was  workiiij;  np  an 
inclined  snrfare  its  weight  would  fr«'«jHeutl.v 
preponderate  ho  mnch  ia  the  rt'ar  of  tbe  avin 
of  the  driving-wheel  an  to  lift  the  tongue,  and 
thereby  tend  to  choke  the  horws.   To  reme<l,v 
thej»e  ttud  other  defeeU",  I  oontrived  a  method! 
of  supj>orting  the  weight  of  the  front  of  the 
uiachiite  and  the  greater  |>art  of  tbe  weight  of 
the  tongue  by  means  of  a  swivel  whet-i,  for 
whii'h  poutruaiit'e  I  have  applio*!  for  Ijetters 
I'atfnt;  but  lhi«  arrHngcmcnt  I  found  doftH-r 
ive,  becau-He  in  croHMiug  furrowx  or  uarn>w  dt<i- 
pix'9*»ioUfi  the  nwivel-wheel  would  deH»;«iid  mid 
di-nly  and  allow  the  cutter  to  run  into  the 
ground. 

The  object  of  uiy  present  invention  ami  im 
prorenient  is,  utnong  other  thing.%  to  cure  tbix 
dufL>et;  and  it  eoniiiats  in  c^niKtructing  rhe 
tongue  to  which  the  horsea  are  harueWMMl  with 
a  joint  lietwe^n  the  |>oiat  at  which  th«  rear 
entl  of  the  tongue  in  connccte*!  to  the  tnHchine 
and  the  front  end  of  the  tongue,  thin  interuie- 
dtate  joiut  being  supported  at  the  proiter  height 
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'  ■     '>••••  !      more  ',\ iic>        .,    :   CM-  j.;  r.  ! 

irljust u»*^nt,  whcrt'l»>  thf  tui  niut;  ki' 

•I,..  .-.   i  'H«  tlOllf  «-t:i'  ■  ■   ■  'X'  t  •  'tlgil'       ■  • 

tt'riiH*<!i,ii«'  I'lh)-  ,1  is  litii;' 


ij III!-.     i'  ti 1 1  .H  i  .  !    .  -  .1 
!'  lowcrm^' ol  th<  ; ij '<  ■  ■  i 
I  ml  oi  1  he  <  titf  01 1,  ImiI  U-,t\ 

I-  Witlioilt    ;i!Vi  (  ?  iM','   ili.i!-  1  , 
!!»'  tor  \\  H!  ii  >■  ^'  1    '!  I  1. 1   I  i ,  .  . 
■      .    i  1  UCllUJI  of  I  he  ln!it;Uf  il  tullo  > 

vvijih'  the  horws  an»  in  the  nr.iin  n-tnnrti  iVoiii 
!;,ur\  in;^  o;i  thfMJ'  n  <1  ■  pn'i»«»iifli  ■ 

vvcijiiiC  oi  tlu'  !io  ichiuf.  ti 

iM\ ti th»-ii.'»*i»  eiiiiblfii  ii)  ^up[iort  t'l-- 
ihi'  machine  and  to  kc»»p  llic  *:ii\U 
'  uiiij:  Hit!)  the  ground  while  thewhci  i  i  i  a  . 

j>«rt8  ihc  j<iiBt  of  the  tongue  is  crosNiojr  :i  Im 
j  n)W  or  other  narrow  depn-ssion  in  rli«- ;;'..!ui'i 
generally  8mot>th. 
This  machine  in  itsgeneml  coimtnu-tii'Ti  ai..l 
I  a«r>u»j;eine!it  i.*  similar  to  that  ifi  si  t  !  ,  ]  ;. 
I  l.<Hter8  Patent  f^t anted  to  n.' 
I  of  (H'-toUer,  Hnti>i:ii<  ii  .hii  < 

j  which  r^-ttris  Patent  liii\e  i^on  »*iiu» 
,  dered  ami  ici-.sm;'d.    It  i'*  iherelote  ii--.  k 
;  t)*H.^.Hsiiry  lo  in  ikf  a  •le-'er'ptf'n^  in  dctiii!  of 
:  nmehiiie  rc}Me?<t  nted  in  the  d(a\vini:s  with 
j  improvement  applie«l  then'to,e«.pt><-iaih  as»i!i  > 
!  improvement  is  appiicah!*-  r.«  r>thei  niaeliui.  ■ 
<     ThiH  machine,  as  shown  in  the  drawing:-, 
{  fittetl  with  a  tongue  eon»isfiiig  of  two 
A  and  15,  eoniiecte*!  loi^'elher  h\  a  jo;  !  < 
w  hich  i.««  Mup|M(>rted  by  a  sM  ivel  u  lo  t  l,  !' 
!  rear  end  of  tlie  tongue  \n  «-onnfCted  !>\ 
I  K,  (o  the  main  frame  of  the  machine.    I  ;  -i. 
the  lear  part.  A,  of  the  tongue  a  n^^'  1  ' 
projects  backward  acroH^t  the  joP 
main  tiame,  tt)  which  it  i.*  eontiecti'  i 
juAtable  fastening  at  it«t  rear  md,  nhu-li  i  i>t 
ening  adinitftof  thmend  of  the  arm  beiiij:  i  aiscii 
aud  lowered  to  raisw*  an<l  io\vi-rthe<-iJtter.  an-f 
set  in  any  po»ith>n  required  to  hold  tht 
at  the  pro|M'r  elevatutn.    The  front  emi 
mir  rtoctiou,  A,  of  the  tonj^MU'  prti|ect>  .»<  lo^^. 
j  the  hinge  C,  over  the  rear » iid  t»f  tlie  front  n»'c 
!  tiiHi,  lj,aiitl  the  projecting  end  of  tio-reiir  h4t 
j  tion  IM  lUted  with  an  adpi.-iting  mtcw, »»,  whi<  l! 
I  pa.HHea  through  it  and  cxtendf  tow  ard  a  pl  i'-- 
I  />,  on  the  rear  end  of  the  front  ?*ei'iioii. 
j  turning  this  screw  to  aiuke  \in  \H}\\\t  pr<>)e( i 
I  more  or  loss  the  front  seel  ion  of  the  toiij:iii- 


allowed  IWRIFh  Iohs  or  gPi  mU'i  Uin  aii  in  i>n-aij(«,tUf  sh ivtl-wheelaiHl rutttr wjU t» 

iatioi'  from  tiu*  }<;^rouorl    ithout  liftinj;  lli^  for  j  ii])hel(I  by  the  tonffoe  aihI  CArrietl  swrom  such 

wHrd  «'n<lof  llie  rear  (^ttitid, hr  tli*^  joint C'cnn  j  (<irn»vr,  mliilo  at  tbo.  sainf  time  tbe  joint  will 

only  tm  ii  (Iow»wi»nl  nntil  the  lowiTf ml  of  the  '<  lie  fnM;  to  flex  to  allow  tbe  wheel  to  pasn  over 

i'ljiiBfiiij,' Hcrew  «  coiucs  in  contiu-t  wi(h  th«-  t  a 

plate  ft.  It  is  obvious  timt  the  con'*trurtion  ami  ar- 
id llrtrn«'^Ria>^  tln»  horxes  to  the  fn»nt  of  thf  i  i-aiicenient  of  the  joint  of  the  toiiuiie  antl  tbe 
iJiiU'iitne  the  fnrwuitl  eo<l  of  the  lioiil  Hiciiiut  {  mitmn'r  of  limiting,'  it«  Hexure  may  be-vari***! 
of  th<>  toiigix'  is  faj^tcned  up  by  the  hiirnexAKt  to  Hi\y  extent  «ithont  chHiif^iii};  the  principle 
iIh'  hciylir  niosr  c^ntvenietit  for  the  horwi,  of  the  invention;  bnt  xucb  chancres  are  ko  ob- 
wliich  nil!  Im-  IukImt  from  the  groninl  for  tall  !  vious  to  an\  (tonipeteiil  mwlianic  that  to  tie 
that!  for  low  liorses.    The  cutter  l«  then fMH  by  j  si-ribo  Ihrm  wouhl  l>e  hupertioouH  iiml  n'Otler 
tlio  a«l|ustitip-juni  V  al  llic  arerape  heiuht  at  ,  thin  »jte«  itle«tion  aiine*H*»aariIy  prolix. 
Mliiclj  it  IS  iniemled  to  work  if,  an«l  tbe  aiijti.'st  J     What  I  claim  uh  my  invention,  and  «le)»ire  to 
ini.'m'rew  M  IS  tnrnmi  until  it«  lower  ♦nwi  reaclo  -,  i  secure  by  l^'tttTs  J'ate{it,.ia — 
the  pl.ite on  iht' tongue.    The  adiu  .1  rncnt  •.->  Tiic  ton^ne  with  an  ad)Uf>table  joint,  eon- 
jiow  i^miplefe.    With  lio-  Innit  end  of  tin-  sirticti-ti  and  ojM^ratmg  HubstatiUally  in  tbi* 
tonjiriio  upheld  by  the  bumeiw  and  tbe  joint  maiim  r  herein  Ret  forth. 

tlius  atiinsted  it  ih  plain  that  uhcn  the  iswivel  -     In  tcsliiuony  wliereof  1  have  herenuto  nub- 

.vlu'el  I)  isi  ero(»smi»  a  tin  row  or  odioi  narrow  ;  HiTitM^I  my  n;»nn'. 

<l<'preH.siou,in!<(«-Hitot  dr4ippin;;<]own ami  ciius  .lOHX  II.  MA.NN\  . 


tbe  ouiterH  to  run  into  the  Kiound,  a-*       In  presence  of- 
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OPINION 
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MCLEAN. 


[From  tho  American  Law  Register,  for  March,  185G.] 


|n  tlje  Circuit  Court  of  tijt  Jilnitcb  States 


1.  The  plaintiflF's  first  patent  for  a  reaping  machine  being  dated  in  18o4,  has 
expired,  and  whatever  invention  it  contained  now  belongs  to  the  public. 

2.  luiprovcmcnts  were  made  by  McCormick  for  which,  in  1845,  he  obtained  a  patent, 
anil  in  1847,  a  patent  for  a  further  improvement,  which  last  patent  was  surren- 
dered and  re-issued  in  1853. 

3.  A  niacliinc  may  consist  of  distinct  parts,  and  some  or  all  these  parts  may  be 
claimed  as  combinations.  In  such  an  invention,  no  part  of  it  is  infringed,  unless 
tiie  entire  combination  or  the  part  claimed  shall  have  been  pirated. 

4.  In  his  patent  of  1845,  for  improvements  in  the  reaping  machine,  the  pluintilf 
claimed  the  combination  of  the  bow  L,  and  dividing  iron  M,  for  separating  the 
wheat  to  be  cut  from  that  which  is  left  standing,  and  to  press  the  grain  on  the 
cutting  sickles  anil  the  reel.  The  defendant's  wooden  divider  does  not  infringe 
that  claim  of  complainant's  patent  which  embraces  the  combination  of  the  bow 
ami  dividing  iron,  as  he  does  not  use  the  iron  divider  which  the  plaiutift' combined 
witli  the  wooden. 

5.  Where  the  plaintiff's  patent  calls  for  a  reel  post,  set  nine  inches  behind  the  cut- 
ters, which  is  e.xtendeil  forward,  and  connected  with  the  tongue  of  the  machine  to 
which  the  horses  are  geared,  it  is  not  infringed  by  a  reel  bearer  extending  from 
the  hinil  part  of  the  machine  and  sustained  by  one  or  more  braces.  The  only 
thing  CDmnion  to  both  devices  is  sui)iHirting  the  end  of  the  reel  nearest  tu  the 
stiiiiiling  gruin.  In  their  conibin;iHuns  und  connections,  mid  in  everytlihig  else, 
the  devices  are  different. 
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6.  Where  reaping  machines  prior  to  the  plaintiflF's  invention  had  a  grain  divider  or 
reel  post  similar  to  the  plaintiff 's,  the  defendants  may  use  the  same  without 
infringing  the  plaintiff 's  patent. 

7.  The  invention  embraced  in  plaintiff's  patents  of  1847  and  1853  was  not  a  roker's 
seat,  but  it  was  the  improvement  of  his  machine,  by  which  it  was  balanced,  and 
the  shortening  of  the  reel  so  that  room  was  made  for  the  raker's  seat  on  the 
extended  finger-bar.  This  being  his  invention  and  claim,  to  this  his  exclusive 
right  is  limited.  Had  he  claimed  generally  a  seat  for  the  raker,  the  claim  would 
have  been  invalid,  by  reason  of  the  prior  knowledge  and  use  of  rakers'  seats  in 
reaping  machines.  McCormick's  raker's  seat  was  new  in  its  connection  with  his 
machine  ;  but  his  invention  did  not  extend  to  a  raker's  seat  differently  arranged. 

8.  A  mechanical  equivalent  is  limited  to  the  principle  called  for  in  the  patent, 
including  colorable  alterations  or  such  as  are  merely  changes  as  to  form. 

9.  Manny's  reaping  machine  does  not  infringe  either  of  McCormick's  patents.  The 
divider  and  reel  bearer  used  in  Manny's  machine  being  different  in  form  and 
principle,  do  not  infringe  McCormick's  patent  of  1845. 

10.  The  stand  or  position  for  the  forker,  invented  and  patented  by  John  !I.  Manny, 
is  a  new  and  useful  improvement,  and  different  in  form  and  principle  from 
McCormick's  patents  of  1847  and  1853. 

This  was  a  bill  in  chancery  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  by  Cyrus  H. 
McCormick  against  John  II.  Manny  and  others,  charging  them 
with  infringement  of  his  Patents  for  improvements  in  the  reaping 
machine,  dated  January  31st,  1845,  October  23d,  1848,  re-issued  in 
May  24,  1853.  The  defendants  filed  their  answer,  setting  up  vari- 
ous grounds  of  defence,  but  relying  chiefly  on  the  defence  that  the 
reaping  machines  manufactured  and  sold  by  them  at  Rockford, 
Illinois,  under  the  name  of  Manny's  Reaper,  differ  in  form  and 
principle  from  the  improvements  patented  by  McCormick,  and  that 
the  raker's  stand  or  position  was  -an  improvement  invented  and 
patented  by  John  H.  Manny.  Issue  being  joined,  a  large  volume 
of  testimony  was  taken,  showing  the  state  of  the  art  of  making 
reaping  machines  before  and  after  the  date  of  McCormick's  patents. 
The  cause  standing  for  hearing  on  the  bill,  answer,  exhibits  and 
testimony,  it  was  by  agreement  of  counsel  heard  at  Cincinnati  in 
September  1855,  before  the  Honorable  John  McLean,  Circuit  Judge, 
and  the  Honorable  Thomas  Drummond,  District  Judge  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  and  was  arcued  for 
the  complainant  by  Rcverdy  Johnson  and  E.  N.  Dickerson,  Esq'rs., 
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and  for  the  defendants  by  Edwin  M.  Stanton  and  George  Harding, 
Esq'rs. 

On  behalf  of  the  complainant  it  was  submitted  that  Letters  Pa- 
tent had  been  granted  to  the  complainant  January  31st,  1845,  for 
improvements  in  reaping  machines.  In  this  patent,  among  other 
things,  there  was  described  and  claimed  a  device  for  dividing  and 
separating  the  grain  to  be  cut  from  that  which  was  to  be  left  stand- 
ing, as  the  machine  passed  around  the  grain  field.  And  also  a  de- 
vice to  support  the  end  of  the  reel  on  t^e  side  nearest  to  the  stand- 
ing grain,  so  that  the  cut  grain  could  be  brought  freely  on  the  plat- 
form of  the  machine.  Another  patent  was  granted  to  the  comijlain- 
ant  October  23d,  1847,  and  re-issued  to  him,  on  an  amended  speci- 
fication. May  24th,  1853.  This  patent  specified  and  claimed  an 
improvement  for  supporting  the  raker's  body  on  the  machine  while 
he  raked  ofi"  the  cut  grain  and  deposited  it  in  gavels  on  the  ground, 
at  the  side  of  the  machine.  It  was  contended  that  the  defendants 
had  made  and  sold  for  the  harvest  of  1854,  eleven  hundred  reaping 
machines,  and  for  the  harvest  of  1855,  three  thousand  reaping  ma- 
chines, in  all  of  which  there  were  devices  for  dividing  and  separating 
the  grain,  for  bearing  up  the  reel  and  devices  for  supporting  the 
raker,  substantially  the  same  as  were  specified  and  claimed  by  the 
complainant.  A  decree  of  a  perpetual  injunction  and  an  account 
of  profits,  were  asked  for. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  submitted,  that  prior  to  the 
date  of  complainant's  inventions  and  patents,  various  devices  for 
dividing  and  separating  grain  had  been  described,  patented,  or  used, 
and  on  this  point  especial  reference  was  made  to  the  machines  of 
Dubbs,  Cummings,  Bell,  Phillips,  Duncan,  Randall,  Sehncbly,  IIus- 
sey.  Ambler,  and  others.  That  anterior  to  the  same  date  reaping 
machines,  containing  devices  for  bearing  up  the  reel  out  of  the  way 
of  the  cut  grain,  had  been  described,  patented  or  used,  by  Cummings, 
Bell,  Ten  Eyck,  Phillips,  Duncan,  Schnebly  and  Randall. 

And  that  prior  to  MeCormick's  invention,  devices  for  supporting 
the  raker's  body  had  been  used  in  the  machines  of  Ilusscy,  Ran- 
dall, Schnebly,  Woodward,  Nicholson  and  Ilite.  Defendants'  coun- 
sel contended  that  MeCormick's  patents  of  1845,  1847,  and  1853, 
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on  their  face,  purport  to  he  for  special  improvements  in  the  specific 
machine  patented  by  him  in  1834,  and  not  for  the  discovery  of  any 
new  principle,  method,  or  combination  for  reaping,  in  general.  His 
exclusive  right  is,  therefore,  limited  to  the  specific  improvements  he 
invented,  described,  and  claimed  in  his  patent. 

The  Patents  for  these  improvements  arc  to  be  construed  in  refer- 
ence to  the  general  state  of  the  art ;  to  McCormick's  prior  inven- 
tions ;  and  to  the  particular  description  of  his  improvements,  and 
the  specification  of  his  clain^. 

And  so  that,  while  securing  him  the  exclusive  right  contemplated 
by  law,  at  the  same  time  to  guard  against  his  withdrawing  from  the 
public  anything  before  discovered,  known,  or  used  by  others,  or 
that  was  contained  in  his  original  patent.  For  a  patentee  has  no 
right  to  extend  the  term  of  his  monopoly  over  anything  embraced 
in  his  original  invention,  under  color  of  some  improvement  on  it. 

The  claims  for  the  seat,  tlic  reel-post,  and  the  divider,  are  efforts 
to  acquire  a  monopoly  of  the  reaping  machine,  by  enlarging,  modi- 
fying,,and  changing  the  description  and  specification  of  particular 
improvements,  and  expanding  them  so  as  to  cover  principles, 
methods  and  results,  in  violation  of  the  principles  and  avowed  policy 
of  the  patent  laws.  And  the  result  aimed  at  by  the  complainant 
would  withdraw  from  the  public  the  contribution  of  many  minds, 
and  subject  an  instrument  of  great  public  utility  to  a  private 
monopoly,  without  even  a  decent  color  of  right. 

The  merit  claimed  for  McCormick,  of  being  the  first  man  who 
brought  the  reaping  machine  into  successful  use,  was  wholly  aside 
from  the  present  question.  For,  even  if  that  merit  justly  belonged 
to  McCormick,  it  is  not  the  ground  on  which  the  patent  law  confers 
an  exclusive  right  to  the  machine.  And,  besides,  it  could  only  ex- 
tend to  his  own  improvements  ;  whereas,  to  the  principal  parts  con- 
stituting the  machine,  he  has  not  the  shadow  of  any  claim,  as 
inventor. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  at  Washington,  on  the 
16th  oftlanuary,  by  Mr.  Justice  McLean  :  as  follows. 

This  is  a  bill  to  restrain  an  alleged  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's 
patent,  by  the  defendants,  and  for  an  account. 
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By  consent  of  parties,  the  case  was  adjourned  from  Cliicago  to 
Cincinnati,  at  which  place  it  was  argued  on  both  sides,  with  surpass- 
ing ability  and  clearness  of  demonstration.  The  art  involved  in 
the  inquiry  was  traced  in  a  lucid  manner,  and  shown  by  models  and 
drawings,  from  its  origin  to  its  present  state  of  perfection.  And  if 
in  the  examination  of  the  cause,  the  entire  scope  of  the  argument 
shall  not  be  embraced,  no  inference  should  be  drawn  that  the  court 
was  not  deeply  impressed  with  the  artistical  researches  and  inge- 
nuity of  the  counsel. 

It  is  proper  that  I  should  say  here,  after  the  close  of  the  argu- 
ment at  Cincinnati,  no  time  was  afforded  for  consultation  v.ith  my 
brother  judge.  At  my  request  he  has  lately  transmitted  to  me  his 
opinion  on  the  points  ruled,  without  any  interchange  of  views  be- 
tween us,  and  there  is  an  entire  concurrence  on  every  point 
stated. 

Cyrus  H.  McCormick  a  citizen  of  Virginia,  represented  to  the 
Patent  Office,  that  he  had  "  invented  a  new  and  useful  improve- 
ment in  the  machine  for  reaping  all  kinds  of  small  grain,"  which 
improvement  was  not  known  nor  used  before  his  application,  on 
which  he  obtained  a  patent  dated  the  21st  of  June,  1S-j4.  As  that 
patent  has  expired,  and  whatever  of  invention  it  contained  now 
belongs  to  the  public,  no  further  notice  of  it  in  this  place  is  neces- 
sary. The  same  individual,  on  representing  to  the  patent  office, 
that  he  had  invented  certain  new  and  useful  improvements  on  the 
above  machine,  obtained  a  patent  for  those  improvements,  dated  the 
31st  of  January,  1845. 

After  describing  certain  improvements  in  the  cutting  apparatus, 
the  divider,  and  the  reel  post,  he  makes  the  following  claim  : 

1.  The  carved  (or  angled  downward,  for  the  purpose  described,) 
bearer  for  supporting  the  blade  in  the  manner  described. 

2.  Tlie  reversed  angle  of  tlie  teeth  of  the  blade,  in  manner 
described. 

3.  The  arrangement  and  construction  of  the  fingers  (or  teeth  fur 
supporting  the  grain)  so  as  to  form  the  angular  spaces  in  front  of 
the  blade,  for  the  purpose  designed. 

f).    Setting  the  lower  end  of  the  reel-post  (R)  behind  the  blade, 
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curving  it  at  R-,  and  leaning  it  forward  at  the  top,  thereby  favoring 
the  cutting,  and  enabling  him  to  brace  it  at  top  by  the  front  brace 
(S,)  as  described,  which  he  claims  in  combination  with  the  post. 
And  afterwards,  McCormick  applied  for  another  patent,  for  improve- 
ments made  on  his  reaping  machine  patented  in  1845,  and  it  was 
issued  to  him  the  23d  of  October,  1847. 

This  patent  was  inoperative,  as  the  patentee  afterwards  alleged, 
by  reason  of  a  defective  specification ;  and  he  surrendered  it,  and 
obtained  a  corrected  patent  the  24th  of  May,  1853.  In  his  specifi- 
cations of  this  patent,  he  says,  "  the  reaping  machines  heretofore 
made  may  be  divided  into  two  classes.  The  first  class  having  a 
seat  for  a  raker,  who,  with  a  hand  rake  equal  in  length  to  the 
width  of  the  swath  cut,  performs  the  double  oflSce  of  gathering  the 
grain  to  the  cutting  apparatus  and  on  to  the  platform,  and  then 
of  discharging  it  from  the  platform  on  the  ground  behind  the 
machine." 

The  defects  of  the  first  class  were  remedied,  he  says,  by  the 
second  class,  in  which  a  reel  was  employed  to  gather  the  grain  to 
the  cutting  apparatus,  and  deposit  it  on  a  platform,  from  whence  it 
is  raked  off  by  an  attendant,  who  deposits  the  grain  on  the  ground 
by  the  side  of  the  machine,  where  it  can  lay  as  long  as  desired  ;  the 
whole  Avidth  of  the  swath  being  left  unencumbered  for  the  passage 
of  the  horses  on  the  return  of  the  machine  to  cut  another  swath. 

And  he  states  that  the  length  of  the  reel  leaves  no  seat  for  the 
raker,  who  has  to  walk  on  the  ground  at  the  side  of  the  machine  and  rake 
the  grain  from  the  platform,  and,  he  says  the  weight  of  the  machine 
is  too  great,  back  of  the  driving  wheel.  For  these  defects  he  has 
provided  a  remedy  by  his  improvements,  which  places  the  driving 
wheel  back  of  the  gearing  that  gives  motion  to  the  sickle,  which  is 
placed  in  a  line  behind  the  axis  of  the  driving  wheel  and  the  cog- 
gearing,  which  moves  the  crank  forward  of  the  driving  wheel,  so  as 
to  balance  the  frame  of  the  machine  with  the  raker  on  it.  And 
also  in  combining  with  the  reel,  which  deposits  the  grain  on  the 
platform,  a  seat,  or  position  for  the  raker  to  sit  or  stand,  so  that  he 
may  rake  off  the  grain,  thrown  upon  the  platform  by  the  reel,  on 
the  side  of  the  machine  farthest  from  the  standing  grain. 
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And  in  the  conclusion  he  says,  "  what  I  claim  as  my  invention, 
and  desire  to  secure  by  letters  patent,  as  improvements  on  the  reap- 
ing machines  secured  to  me  by  letters  patent  dated  the  24th  of  June 
1834,  and  the  31st  of  January  1845,  is  placing  the  gearing  and 
crank  forward  of  the  driving  wheel  for  protection  from  dirt,  &c.,  and 
thus  carrying  the  driving  wheel  further  back  than  heretofore,  and 
sufBciently  so  to  balance  the  rear  part  of  the  frame,  with  the  raker 
thereon  ;  and  this  position  of  the  parts  is  combined  with  the  sickle 
back  of  the  axis  of  motion  of  the  driving  wheel,  by  means  of  the 
vibrating  lever,  substantially,  as  herein  described." 

And  he  claims  "  the  combination  of  the  reel  for  gathering  the 
grain  to  the  cutting  apparatus,  and  depositing  it  on  the  platform, 
with  the  seat  or  position  for  the  raker,  arranged  and  located  as  de- 
scribed, or  the  equivalent  thereof,  to  enable  the  raker  to  rake  the 
grain  from  the  platform,  and  lay  it  on  the  ground,  at  the  side  of 
the  machine. 

The  defendants  in  their  answers  deny  the  validity  of  the  plain- 
tiff's patent  for  want  of  novelty,  and  on  other  grounds;  but  in 
their  argument  they  disclaim  any  such  purpose  ;  and  place  their 
defence  on  a  denial  of  the  infringement  charged.  The  infringe- 
ment of  the  plaintiff's  is  alleged  to  consist  in  his  divided  reel-post, 
and  its  connections,  and  the  raker's  seat. 

The  fourth  claim  in  the  plaintiff's  patent  of  1845,  is  "  the  com- 
bination of  the  bow  L  and  dividing  iron  M,  for  separating  the  wheat 
in  the  way  described."  He  describes  the  divider  "as the  extension 
of  the  frame  on  the  left  side  of  the  platform,  three  feet  before  the 
blade,  for  the  purpose  of  separating  the  wheat  to  be  cut  from  that 
to  be  left  standing,  and  that  whether  tangled  or  not."  This  divider 
gradually  rises  from  the  forward  point,  with  an  outward  curve  or 
bow,  so  as  to  throw  off  the  grain  to  the  left,  and  thus  separate  it 
from  the  grain  to  be  cut.  And  this  is  combined  with  a  dividing 
iron  rod  or  bar,  made  fast  by  a  bolt  to  the  timber  extended,  as  a 
divider,  which  bolt  also  fastens  the  bow. 

From  this  bolt  the  iron  rises  towards  the  reel  at  an  angle  of  thirty 
degrees,  until  it  approaches  near  to  it,  when  it  is  curved  to  suit  the 
circle  of  the  reel.    This  iron  is  adjustable  to  suit  the  lowering  or 
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elevation  of  the  reel,  by  a  bolt  and  slot  in  the  lower  end.  By  its  gra- 
dual rise,  this  iron  divider  elevates  the  tangled  grain,  and  presses  it 
against  the  cutting  sickles  of  the  machine. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  combination  of  the  bow  and  iron 
divider,  as  claimed,  is  new,  it  not  having  constituted  a  part  of  any 
reaping  machine  prior  to  the  complainant's. 

In  the  specifications  of  the  defendant's  patents,  he  says,  "  the 
divider  F.  projects  on  the  left  side  of  the  machine  in  advance  of  the 
guard  fingers,  and  divides  the  grain  to  be  cut  from  that  which  is  to 
be  left  standing  &c.,  and  the  machine  constructed  under  his  patent 
has  a  wooden  projection,  somewhat  in  the  form  of  a  wedge,  extended 
beyond  the  cutting  sickles  some  three  feet ;  and  which,  from  the 
point  in  front,  rises  as  it  approaches  the  cutting  apparatus,  with  a 
small  curve,  so  as  to  raise  the  leaning  grain  and  bring  it  within  the 
reel  on  the  inner  side  of  the  divider,  and  on  the  outer  side  by  the 
projection,  to  disentangle  the  heads  and  stalks,  so  as  to  leave  them 
with  the  standing  grain. 

This  is  not  dissimilar  in  pi'inciple  from  the  wooden  divider  of  the 
plaintiff's  machine,  the  curve  outward  may  be  less,  and  the  elevation 
from  the  point  which  enters  the  grain  may  also  be  less  than  McCor- 
mick's,  but  it  performs  the  same  ofiice,  and  in  principle  they  may 
be  considered  the  same,  and  the  question  necessarily  arises,  whether 
in  this  respect,  this  divider  is  not  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's 
patent. 

A  satisfactory  answer  to  this  inquiry,  is  not  difficult. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  his  wooden  divider  is  in  combination  with 
the  iron  rod  on  the  inner  side,  and  which  rises  from  its  fastcninrrat 
the  angle  pf  thirty  degrees.  The  adjustability  of  this  iron,  by  giving 
it  a  lower  or  higher  elevation,  is  also  important,  and  would  of  itself 
be  a  sufiicient  ground  for  a  patent.  But  in  this  inquiry,  the  adjust- 
ability of  the  iron  divider  is  not  important,  as  it  may  be  considered 
stationary. 

A  patent,  which  claims  mechanical  powers  or  things  in  combina- 
tion, is  not  infringed  by  using  a  part  of  the  combination. 

To  this  rule  there  is  no  exception.  If,  therefore,  the  wooden  di- 
vider of  the  defendant's  machine,  be  similar  to  that  of  the  plaintiff 's, 
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there  is  no  infringement;  as  tlic  cnml)ination  is  not  violated  in 
whole  but  in  part.  But  there  is  another,  and  an  equally  conclusive 
answer,  to  the  objection. 

The  plaintiff's  wooden  divider  was  not  new,  and  therefore,  could 
be  claimed  only  in  combination.  The  English  patent  of  Dobbs  in 
1814,  had  dividers  of  wood  or  metal.  The  outer  diversrinir  rod  of 
Dobbs'  divider  rises  as  it  extends  back,  and  at  the  same  time  diverg- 
ing laterally  from  the  point  of  the  divider,  acts  the  same  as  the 
McCormick  divider  of  1845,  to  raise  stalks  of  grain  inclining  in- 
wards, and  to  turn  them  off  from  other  parts  of  the  machine. 

The  English  patent  of  Charles  Phillips,  in  1841,  had  a  dividing 
apparatus,  consisting  of  a  pointed  wedge-formed  instrument,  which 
extended  some  distance  in  advance  of  the  cutting  apparatus  and 
reel ;  its  diverging  inner  side,  like  the  corresponding  side  of 
McCormick's  divider  of  1845,  bears  inward,  upright  grain  within  the 
range  of  the  reel  and  cutting  knives ;  while  at  the  same  time,  its 
outer  diverging  edge,  like  the  outer  edge  of  McCormick's  divider, 
bears  off  standing  grain  without  the  range  of  the  reel.  And  there 
is  an  inclined  bar,  which  being  attached  by  its  front  to  the  lower 
piece  extends  backwards  and  upwards,  until  it  meets  the  frame  of 
the  machine,  at  a  point  above  and  behind  the  cutting  apparatus. 

Ambler's  machine  had  also  a  divider,  not  dissimilar  to  the  de- 
fendant's. 

Bell's  machine,  made  in  1825,  had  dividers  on  it  to  press  the  grain 
away  from  the  machine  on  the  outer  side,  and  on  the  inner  side  to 
press  it  to  the  cutters. 

Ilussoy's  maoliinc  too,  had  a  point  which  projected  into  the  grain, 
and  dividing  it  before  the  cutting  knives,  the  inside  to  be  cut,  the 
outside  to  remain  with  the  standing  grain. 

In  Schnebly's  machine,  the  grain  to  be  cut  was  separated  from 
that  which  was  left  standing,  by  a  divider  projecting  on  the  side  of 
the  machine. 

In  the  plaintiff's  patent  of  1834,  he  says,  on  the  left  end  of  the 
platform  is  a  wheel  of  about  fifteen  inches  diameter,  set  obliquely, 
bending  under  the  platform  to  avoid  breaking  down  the  stalks,  on  an 
angle  that  may  be  raised  or  lowered  by  two  moveable  bolts,  as  the 
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cutting  may  require,  corresponding  with  the  opposite  sides.  The  pro- 
jection of  the  frame  at  this  end  is  made  sufiGciently  to  bear  oflf  the 
grain  from  the  wheel,  and  he  claims  "  the  method  of  dividing  and 
keeping  separate  the  grain  to  be  cut  from  that  to  be  left  standing." 

This  patent  having  expired,  whatever  of  invention  it  contained 
now  belongs  to  the  public,  and  may  be  used  by  any  one.  The  inner 
line  of  the  projecting  divider  of  the  defendant's  machine,  it  is  con- 
tended, has  a  gradual  rise  from  the  point ;  which  answers  the  pur- 
pose of  the  iron  divider  of  Mr.  McCormick's  to  crowd  the  grain  on 
the  reel  and  cutters ;  but,  in  this  respect,  the  wooden  divider  of  the 
defendant's  is  not  materially  different  from  those  above  referred 
to,  and  others  in  use,  before  the  plaintiff's  patent  of  1845. 

In  regard  to  the  divider  in  the  defendant's  machine,  it  is  clear, 
that  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's 
patent. 

The  reel-post,  as  claimed,  with  its  connections,  by  the  plaintiff, 
seems  not  to  have  been  infringed  by  the  defendant. 

In  defendant's  machine  the  end  of  the  reel,  next  the  standing 
grain,  is  supported  by  an  adjustable  arm,  which  is  nearly  level, 
slightly  inclined  upwards,  and  supported  by  a  standard  towards  the 
rear  of  the  machine.  In  McCormick's  patent  of  1845,  the  reel-post 
is  set  back  of  the  cutter,  some  nine  inches  at  its  foot,  rising  upwards 
and  projecting  forwards,  and  supported  at  its  top  by  a  brace  run- 
ning to  and  connected  with  a  standard  on  the  tongue  of  the  machine. 
The  reel-post  of  the  defendant  is  substantially  like  the  one  in  Bell's 
reaping  machine,  and  also  the  patent  granted  to  James  Ten  Eyck, 
in  1825.  The  reel-support  or  beam  of  the  latter  has  not  the  features 
of  vertical  and  horizontal  adjustibility  contained  in  the  reel-beam  of 
the  defendant's ;  but  it  is  attached  to  the  machine  behind  the  plat- 
form on  which  the  cut  grain  is  received,  and  it  extends  forward  to 
hold  the  reel,  and  to  leave  the  space  beneath  it  unobstructed. 

In  his  patent  of  1834,  McCormick  places  his  reel-post  before  the 
cutting  apparatus,  standing  perpendicularly,  and  being  braced  as 
described.  But  in  the  patent  of  1845,  that  post  was  set  nine  inches 
behind  the  sickles,  leaning  forward  so  as  to  bring  the  part  of  it 
which  supported  the  reel  to  its  former  perpendicular,  the  post  still 
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extending  forward  so  as  to  admit  of  being  braced  directly  to  the 
tongue  of  the  machine  to  which  the  horses  are  harnessed. 

This  was  rendered  necessary,  as  the  first  post  being  in  advance  of 
the  cutter,  encountered  the  fallen  grain,  which  adhered  to  it,  and 
clogged  the  machine. 

The  reel-post,  so  called,  in  both  these  machines,  were  alike  only 
as  bearers  of  the  end  of  the  reel  next  to  the  standing  grain ;  but 
their  structures  in  every  other  respect  are  different.  McCormick's 
reel-post  served  as  a  brace  to  the  machine,  its  foot  being  morticed 
into  the  left  sill  of  the  machine,  nine  inches  behind  the  cutting 
sickles,  its  top,  leaning  forward,  was  braced  to  the  tongue  of  the  ma- 
chine. The  defendant's  reel-post,  like  that  of  Bell's,  was  connected 
with  the  hindmost  post  of  the  machine,  and  was  sustained  by  braces, 
as  the  reel  bearer. 

In  giving  strength  to  the  machine  it  was  unlike  the  plaintiff's, 
and  if  this  were  not  so,  the  defendant's  is  sustained  by  similar  reel- 
posts  in  other  machines,  prior  to  McCormick's. 

But  in  addition  to  these  considerations,  the  plaintiff  claims  his  reel- 
post  in  combination  with  the  tongue  of  the  machine,  as  described. 
There  is  no  pretence  that  this  combination  has  been  infringed. 

From  the  structure  of  McCormick's  reaper,  it  was  impossible  to 
find  a  seat  for  the  raker,  without  an  adjustment  of  the  machine 
which  should  balance  it  with  the  weight  of  the  raker  behind  the 
driving  wheel.  For  this  purpose  the  gearing  and  crank  were  placed 
further  forward,  the  finger  piece  was  extended,  and  the  reel 
shortened,  so  as  to  make  room  for  the  raker,  and  enable  him  to  dis- 
charge the  grain  at  the  side  of  the  machine,  opposite  to  the  standing 
grain.  This  improvement  was  claimed  as  a  combination  of  the  reel 
with  the  seat  of  the  raker. 

In  his  specifications  to  the  patent  of  1853,  McCormick  describes 
two  classes  of  machines,  the  first  class  having  a  seat  for  a  raker  who, 
with  a  hand-rake,  having  a  head  equal  in  length  to  the  width  of  the 
swath  cut,  performs  the  double  purpose  of  gathering  the  grain  to 
the  cutting  apparatus  and  on  to  the  platform,  and  then  of  discharg- 
ing from  the  platform  behind  the  macliine.  This  was  defective, 
principally,  ho  says,  because  the  grain  was  discharged  behind  in 
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the  wake  of  the  machine,  rendering  it  necessary  to  remove  the  grain 
before  the  return  of  the  machine,  and  he  alleges  these  defects  are 
obviated  by  his  improvement.  In  the  specifications  to  John  II. 
Manny's  patent,  of  the  Gth  of  March,1855,  he  says,  after  referring 
to  McCormick's,  Schncbly's,  Woodward's  and  Ilitc's  machines,  in 
regard  to  the  seats  of  the  rakers,  "  the  improvement  of  mine  consists, 
in  combining  with  the  reel,  wliich  gathers  the  grain  to  the  cutting 
apparatus,  and  deposits  it  on  the  platform,  a  seat  or  position  arranged 
between  the  inner  end  of  the  platform  and  the  end  of  the  machine 
next  the  standing  grain,  for  an  attendant  to  sit  or  stand  on,  and 
wliich  gives  due  support  to  him  while  operating  a  fork  to  push  the 
cut  grain  towards  the  outer  end  of  the  platform,  where  the  grain  is 
first  compressed  against  the  wing  or  guard  provided  for  the  purpose, 
and  then  by  a  lateral  movement  of  the  fork  discharged  properly  on 
the  ground  behind  the  platform,  in  gavels,  ready  to  be  bound  into 
sheaves." 

And  in  the  summing  up,  the  defendant,  Manny,  says,  "what  I 
claim  is  the  combination  of  the  reel  for  gathering  the  grain  to  the 
cutting  apparatus  and  depositing  it  on  the  platform,  with  the  stand 
or  position  of  the  forker,  arranged  and  located  as  described,  or  the 
equivalent  thereof,  to  enable  the  forker  to  fork  the  grain  from  the 
platform,  and  deliver  and  lay  it  on  the  ground  at  the  rear  of  the 
machine,  as  described." 

"With  a  few  verbal  alterations,  this  claim  is  the  same  as  made  by 
the  plaintiff,  with  the  exception  of  the  seat  of  the  raker,  and  the 
place  of  deposit  for  the  grain. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  combination  of  the  raker's  seat  with 
the  reel,  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  was  new.  And  a  very  import- 
ant (|ucstion  arises,  how  far  this  claim  extends.  Is  it  limited  to  the 
mode  of  organization  specified,  or  may  it  be  considered  as  covering 
the  entire  platform  of  the  machine,  and  all  combinations  of  the  seat 
and  reel  ? 

The  reel  was  not  new,  nor  was  a  seat  on  the  platform,  or  connected 
with  the  platform,  for  the  raker,  new  ;  but  the  position  for  the  raker, 
as  described  by  McCormick,  was  new.  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  the 
case  of  3IcCormick  vs.  Seymour  cj-  Morgan,  in  his  charge  to  the 
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jury  said,  "  the  seat  was  the  object  and  result  he  was  seeking  to 
attain,  by  the  improvement  which  he  supposed  he  had  brought  out. 
What  he  invented  was  the  arrangement  and  combination  of 
machinery  which  he  has  described,  by  which  he  obtained  his  seat. 
That,  and  not  the  seat  itself,  constituted  the  essence  and  merit,  if 
any,  of  the  invention." 

The  reel  was  advanced  in  front  of  the  cutters,  and  shortened,  and 
the  driving  wheel  was  put  back  and  the  gearing  forward,  so  as  to 
balance  the  machine  with  the  weight  of  the  raker  on  the  extended 
finger  piece.  In  this  peculiar  organization,  the  improvement  of 
McCormick  consisted.  It  was  adapted  to  no  other  part  of  the 
machine. 

To  place  the  raker  on  any  other  part  of  the  platform  or  machine 
of  McCormick,  than  on  the  extended  finger  board,  would  derange 
its  balance,  which  was  so  well  adjusted  by  the  improvements  de- 
scribed. No  such  change  can  be  made  without  experiment  and 
invention;  consequently,  the  improvement  of  the  plaintiff,  in  this 
respect,  is  limited  to  his  specification. 

In  1844,  Hite  made  a  new  and  useful  improvement  on  McCor- 
mick's  reaping  machine,  patented  in  1834,  by  attaching  thereto  a 
seat  mounted  on  wheels,  for  a  raker  to  occupy  when  raking  the 
grain  from  the  platform,  on  which  it  is  deposited  by  the  reel.  And 
a  patent  was  issued  in  1855,  for  this  improvement,  although  from 
the  evidence,  the  presumption  was,  that  the  improvement  had  gone 
into  public  use  more  than  ten  years. 

William  Schnebly,  at  Hagerstown,  from  1825  to  1837,  constructed 
reaping  machines.  At  first  a  revolving  apron  was  used,  but  this 
was  discontinued,  and  after  the  grain  had  been  thrown  on  the  plat- 
form by  the  reel  and  the  proper  motion  of  the  machine,  he  says  he 
sat  upon  the  machine  in  rear  of  the  platform,  sometimes  upon  the 
guard  board,  and  sometimes  astride  a  cap  or  cross  beam,  suitable 
for  that  purpose,  and  raked  off  the  grain  with  a  three  or  four  pronged 
fork,  from  the  platform,  and  deposited  it  on  the  ground  at  the  side  of 
the  machine. 

In  the  specifications  of  Woodward's  machine,  patented  in  1845, 
ho  says,  the  raker  stands  upon  the  platform  L,  and  as  the  grain  is 
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cut  and  falls  upon  the  platform,  he  with  a  fork  or  rake  conveys  it 
to  the  hinged  box,  and  when  a  quantity  is  accumulated  therein  suffi- 
cient, the  rear  end  of  the  box  falls  and  deposits  the  wheat  on  the 
ground  in  the  form  of  a  gavel.  This  box  was  often  dispensed  with. 
The  raker  rode  on  the  machine. 

In  1844,  Nicholson  represented  that  he  had  made  an  improve- 
ment on  a  machine  for  cutting  grain,  &c.,  and  he  says,  "  the  ma- 
chine is  provided  with  a  pair  of  shafts,  L,  for  the  animal  to  draw 
by,  and  a  place.  A,  for  the  driver  to  sit  on,  and  a  suitable  stand  for 
a  raker's  seat.  And  as  a  part  of  his  improvement  he  claims  a  mode 
of  depositing  the  grain  in  a  line  out  of  the  track  of  the  horse,  as 
described.  In  1855  a  patent  was  issued  for  this  improvement,  to 
the  administrator  of  Nicholson. 

In  Abraham  Randall's  patent,  dated  in  1833,  the  grain  was  raked 
off  the  machine  by  a  raker,  who  had  a  seat  on  the  platform.  This 
part  of  the  machine  succeeded  well.  When  a  sufficient  amount  of 
grain  was  collected  on  the  platform,  to  make  a  sheaf,  it  was  raked 
off  the  side.    The  machine  was  in  use  several  years. 

The  platform  of  the  defendant's  machine,  is  different  from  that  of 
the  plaintiff 's.  The  latter  is  constructed  so  that  the  side  next  to 
the  reel  and  the  cutting  knives,  is  parallel  with  them,  while  Manny's 
platform  is  so  constructed  as  to  extend  back  from  the  cutters  in  a 
diagonal  form,  which  brings  its  hindmost  part,  through  which  the 
grain  is  discharged,  to  the  right  of  the  swath  cut.  This  leaves  the 
way  open  for  the  machine  in  cutting  the  next  swath.  The  raker,  in 
this  machine,  occupies  a  place  behind  the  running  ground  wheel  at 
the  rear  of  the  divider,  with  his  face  quartering  to  the  horses. 

Whether  we  look  at  the  structure  of  the  platforms,  or  the  position 
of  the  rakers,  no  two  things  could  be  more  unlike  than  the  two 
machines  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  Do  they  differ  in  principle, 
as  well  as  in  form  ?  To  provide  for  McCormick's  raker  the  structure 
of  the  machine  had  to  be  altered  materially,  by  changing  the  heavy 
machinery  so  as  to  balance  it  with  the  weight  of  the  raker  on  the 
extended  finger  board    The  reel  had  also  to  be  shortened. 

On  Manny's  machine  the  raker  occupies  a  place  diagonal  to  that 
of  McCormick's,  and  at  the  farthest  part  of  the  platform  next  to  the 
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standing  grain.  lie  stands  not  upon  the  extended  finger  board,  but 
on  the  platform,  requiring  no  shortening  of  the  reel,  nor  balancing 
of  the  machine. 

From  the  patents  above  referred  to,  it  appears  that  before  the 
last  improvement  of  McCormick,  rakers  had  been  placed  upon  the 
machine,  intended  to  perform  the  same  office  as  McCormick's  rakers. 
It  is  no  answer  to  this  fact  to  show  that  some  of  these  plans  were 
abandoned  or  superseded  by  the  progress  of  improvement.  They 
were  embodied  in  patents,  and  were  not  only  publicly  constructed 
and  used,  but  the  models  of  the  machines  were  deposited  in  the 
patent  ofiice,  and  the  patents,  with  their  specifications  and  drawings, 
were  matters  of  public  record. 

Now  if  these  various  plans  of  seating  a  raker  on  the  machine,  as 
called  for  in  other  patents  prior  to  that  of  McCormick's,  did  not 
affect  the  validity  of  his  subsequent  patent,  it  could  hardly  be  con- 
tended that  his  patent  excludes  all  subsequent  improvements  for  a 
raker's  scat.  In  the  case  of  McCormick  vs.  Scijmtmr  J-  Jlonjan, 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson  argues  very  properly  in  saying,  "  it  is  insisted 
on  the  part  of  the  learned  counsel  for  defendants,  that  there  is 
nothing  new  in  this,  because  there  is  in  the  machine  of  Ilussey  a 
seat,  or,  Avhat  is  equivalent,  a  position  for  the  raker,  in  which  he 
may  stand  and  rake  off  the  grain.  The  seat,  that  is  the  position  on 
the  platform,  is,  in  one  sense,  undoubtedly  common  to  both.  But 
Hussey's  machine  has  no  reel  to  interfere  witii  tlie  raking,  and  the 
grain,  instead  of  being  raked  from  the  platform,  is  pushed  from  the 
back  part  of  it.  The  question  is,  whether  the  arrangement  of  the 
seat,  the  combination  by  which  the  patentee  obtains  and  can  use  the 
seat  or  position,  is  similar  to  or  substantially'  like  the  contrivance  in 
Ilussey's  machine.  That  is  the  point.  The  mere  fact  that  a  seat 
was  used  in  previous  reapers,  does  not  embrace  the  idea  contained 
in  this  patent.  That  view  could  only  be  material  under  the  assumed 
construction  given  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defemlants  to  the 
patent,  that  it  is  for  a  scat.  If  that  were  the  thing  invented  and 
claimed  by  the  patentee,  then  the  scat  of  Ilusscy  would  be  an 
answer  to  the  claim." 

"  There  is  also  another  point,  says  the  learned  judge,  to  which  it 
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is  proper  to  call  youv  attention  in  this  connection,  :ind  which  has 
been  the  subject  of  discussion  by  the  counsel,  and  that  is,  that  Ilus- 
sey,  in  the  construction  of  his  machine  in  Ohio,  at  a  ver}' early  day 
used  a  reel  in  connection  -with  his  cutter  and  a  raker.  It  is  insisted 
tliat  this  use  of  the  reel,  in  connection  with  a  raker,  in  Ilussey's 
machine,  before  the  discovery  of  the  plaintiff,  destroys  his  claim  to 
originality.  In  ansAver  to  this  it  is  claimed,  on  tlie  part  of  the 
counsel  for  this  plaintifi'.  that  the  contrivance  of  Iliisse}',  into  which 
the  reel  was  introduced,  Avas  substantially  different  from  tl-.e  plain- 
tiff's contrivance.  It  appears  that  Ilussey's  reel,  like  the  reel  of 
the  plaintiff,  avIicu  his  first  teat  Avas  put  on  in  1845,  interfered  Avith 
the  raker,  so  as  to  prevent  his  raking  the  prain  the  Avliole  length  of 
the  platform.  Ilenco  Ilussey  had  an  endless  apron,  bv  Avhich  the 
grain,  Avhen  cut,  Avas  deposited  at  the  feet  of  the  raker,  so  tliat  he 
could  shove  it  off  Avith  his  rake." 

I  have  cited  largely  from  the  learned  judi:e,  not  only  because  the 
opinion  Avas  greatly  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in  the  argu- 
ment of  this  case,  but  for  the'  reason  that  tlie  opinion  is  sound. 
The  reel  it  seems  interfered  Avith  Ilussey's  plan,  Avhich  Avns  obviated 
by  an  endless  apron.  McCormick  dispensed  Avitli  the  apron  l)y 
putting  back  the  driving  Avheel  and  placing  forward  t!ie  gearing,  kc, 
so  as  to  balance  the  machine,  Avhich,  Avitli  the  shorten:ng  of  the  reel, 
comj'lotcd  his  improvement. 

NoAV,  if  a  raker  be  seated  on  a  different  part  of  the  machine,  and 
Avhcrc  he  can  rake  without  balancing  tlic  machine,  and  Avithout  in- 
terruption from  the  reel,  it  is  a  contrivance  and  an  invention  sub- 
stantially different  froin  McCormick's.  To  seat  the  raker  on 
Manny's  machines  does  not  require  the  same  elements  of  combina- 
tion that  Avere  essential  in  JNIcCormick's  invention.  His  invention 
in  procuring  a  seat  for  the  raker,  being  ncAV  and  useful,  Avas  un- 
affected by  those  Avhich  preceded  it.  But  IManny's  contriA'ance  re- 
quired no  such  modification  and  combination  of  the  machinery,  for 
a  raker's  seat,  as  McCorm.ick's  :  it  is  consequently  substantially 
different  from  his.  The  seat  Avas  not  the  thing  invented,  but  the 
change  of  the  macliincry,  to  make  a  place  for  it.  And  Avhere  the 
seat  may  be  placed  on  the  platform,  or  on  any  part  of  the  machine, 
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wliicli  (Iocs  not  rctiuire  substantially  tlic  same  invention  and  imi>rove- 
itient  as  McCormick't^,  tlicrc  can  bo  no  infringement  of  his  right. 

In  McCormick's  claim  for  the  improvements  Avhich  gave  him  a 
seat  for  the  raker,  arranged  and  located  as  described,  lic  adds,  "or 
the  equivalent  therefor." 

The  v.ords  of  this  claim.  or  the  e(iiiivalent  therefor,"  cannot 
maintain  the  claim  to  any  other  invention,  equivalent  or  equal  to 
the  one  described.  This  v.Ould  be  to  include  all  improvements  or 
modifications  of  the  machine.  Avhieh  -would  make  it  equal  to  McCor- 
mick's.  This  part  of  the  claim  cannot  be  construed  to  extend  to 
any  improvements,  vrhich  are  not  substantial!}^  the  same  as  those 
described,  and  -which  do  not  involve  the  same  principle.  It  em- 
braces all  alterations  -\vhich  are  merely  colorable.  Such  alterations 
in  a  machine,  afford  no  ground  for  a  patent. 

As  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  the  improvement  of  McCormick 
consisted,  not  in  thi-  seat  for  the  raker,  but  in  the  modification  and 
new  combination  of  parts  of  his  machine,  so  as  to  secure  a  place  for 
a  scat.  Had  a  construction  of  the  seat  mcrcl}-,  been  the  invention, 
that  learned  judge  admitted  tlie  prior  seat  for  the  raker  on  llusscy's 
laachinc,  v,-ould  have  nidlified  the  claim. 

Having  arrived  at  the  result,  that  there  is  no  infringement  of  the 
plaintift"s  patent,  by  the  defendant,  as  charged  in  the  bill,  it  is 
announced  with  the  greater  satisfaction,  as  it  in  no  respect  impairs 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff.  lie  is  left  in  full  possession  of  his  inven- 
tion, which  has  so  justly  secured  to  him,  at  home  and  in  foreign  coun- 
tries, a  reno-wn  honorable  to  him  and  to  his  country — a  renown 
which  can  never  fade  from  the  memory,  so  long  as  the  harvest 
home  shall  be  gathered. 

The  bill  is  dismissed  at  the  costs  of  the  complainant. 
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IN  THE 


CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ILLINOIS, 

CYRUS  H.  McCORMICK, 
vs. 

JOHN  H.  MANNY,  WAIT  TALCOTT,  RALPH  EMERSON, 
AND  JESSE  BLINN. 


The  joint  and  several  answers  of  John  H.  Manny^  Wait  Talcott, 
Ralph  Emerson,  and  Jesse  BUnn,  to  the  Bill  of  Complaint  of 
Cyrus  H.  McCormick. 

These  defendants  now,  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  reserving  to 
themselves  all  benefit  of  exception  which  may  be  had  or  taken  to 
the  manifold  errors,  uncertainties  and  insufficiencies  of  the  said  bill 
of  complaint,  for  answer  thereto,  or  to  so  much  and  such  parts 
thereof  as  they  are  advised  it  is  material  or  necessary  for  them  to 
make  answer  to,  answer  and  say  as  follows : 

That  they  are  informed  and  believe  that  Cyrus  H.  McCormick 
made  an  application  to  the  proper  department  of  the  government  of 
the  United  States,  for  Letters  Patent  for  an  alleged  invention  or 
improvements  in  the  machine  for  reaping  grain,  and  that  Letters 


2 


Patent  were  <rranteil  for  the  said  alleged  improvements  about  the 
21st  day  of  June,  1834  ;  and  that  annexed  to  the  said  Letters 
Patent  was  a  description  and  specification  of  the  said  alleged  im- 
provements in  the  words  of  tlie  said  McCormick.  These  defendants 
do  not  know,  and  therefore  cannot  sa}',  that  the  paper  marked  A, 
and  made  a  part  of  the  said  bill  of  complaint,  is  a  true  copy  of  the 
specification  annexed  to  said  Letters  Patent,  and  they  leave  the 
complainant  to  prove  the  same,  if  it  be  material  for  him  to  do  so,  as 
he  may  be  advised. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  informed  ^ 
and  believe,  and  therefore  state  and  will  insist,  that  the  alleged  im- 
provements claimed  by  said  McCormick,  and  described  in  said  Let- 
ters Patent  dated  June  21,  1834,  or  substantial  or  material  parts 
thereof,  were  invented  and  were  patented  by  others  prior  to  the  sup- 
posed discovery  thereof  by  the  said  McCormick,  and  prior  to  his 
application  for  said  Patent ;  and  that  the  said  alleged  improve- 
ments, or  material  parts  thereof,  were  described  in  one  or  more 
printed  publications,  prior  to  the  supposed  discovery  thereof  by  the  ^ 
said  McCormick,  and  prior  to  his  said  application  for  Letters  Patent ; 
and  therefore  these  defendants  will  insist,  if  it  becomes  material  for 
them  so  to  do,  that  the  said  Letters  Patent  are  and  always  were 
null  and  void. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  term  for  which 
the  said  Letters  Patent  dated  June  21,  1834,  were  granted,  expired 
on  the  21st  day  of  June,  1S48,  and  that  immediately  after  the  last- 
named  date,  the  alleged  invention  and  improvements  mentioned, 
described  and  claimed  in  said  Letters  Patent,  and  in  the  specifica-  C 
tion  thereto  annexed,  became  public  property,  and  that  any  and  all 
exclusive  rights  which  may  or  might  have  been  secured  by  said 
Letters  Patent,  ceased  and  determined  from  and  after  the  last 
named  date. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  arc  informed 
and  believe  that  Cyrus  IL  McCormick  made  a  certain  other  appli- 
cation to  the  proper  department  of  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  for  Letters  Patent  for  certain  alleged  improvements  in 
Reaping  Machines,  and  did  obtain  Letters  Patent,  dated  January 
31,  A.  D.  1845,  but  at  what  date  the  said  application  was  made 
these  defendants  are  not  informed,  and  cannot  state,  but  leave  the 
complainant  to  prove  the  same  as  he  may  be  advised.  These  de- 
fendants do  not  know,  and  therefore  cannot  say,  that  the  paper 
annexed  to  said  bill  and  marked  B,  is  a  true  copy  of  the  specifica- 
tion annexed  to  said  Letters  Patent,  and  they  leave  the  complainant 
to  prove  the  same  as  he  may  be  advised. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  in- 


formed  and  believe,  and  therefore  state  and  will  insist,  that  the 
a]logo(l  improvements  claimed  by  Cyrus  II.  McCurmick,  and  de- 
scribed in  the  said  Letters  Patent  dated  January  31,  lS4o,  or  ma- 
terial parts  thereof,  were  patenteil  by  others  priof  to  the  supposed 
discovery  thereof  by  the  said  McCoruiick,  and  prior  to  liis  applica- 
tion for  said  last-mentioneil  Ijctters  Patent,  and  that  the  said  im- 
proyenient,  or  material  parts  thereof,  were  described,  in  one  or  more 
printed  publications  and  public  works,  prior  to  the  sup])()sed  discovery 
thereof  by  the  said  McCormick,  and  prior  to  his  said  application 
for  Letters  Patent;  and  that  prior  to  the  supposed  discovery  or  in- 
vention thereof  by  said  McCormick,  the  said  alleged  improvements 
were  puldicly  known  and  used  by  others  ;  and  that  the  said  McCor- 
mick was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  alleged  invention 
and  improvements  described  and  claimed  in  said  last  named  Letters 
Patent,  or  of  a  substantial  and  material  part  thereof,  and  that  a 
material  part  of  the  invention  and  improvement  mentioned  and 
claimed  in  said  Letters  Patent  of  1845,  had  been  described  in  the 
patent  granted  to  said  McCormick  in  1834,  and  had  in  consequence 
thereof  become  and  are  now  public  property,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  said  Letters  Patent  of  1845  are  null  and  void,  and  of  no 
efifect. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  in- 
formed and  believe  that  the  alleged  improvements  mentioned  and 
claimed  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  said  Letters  Patent  of 
January  31,  1845,  as  set  forth  in  said  bill  of  complaint,  were  pub- 
licly purchased,  used  and  sold,  with  said  McCormick's  consent  or 
allowance,  prior  to  the  date  of  his  application  for  a  patent.  And 
that  the  alleged  invention  and  improvements  mentioned  and  claimed 
in  the  said  Letters  Patent  of  January  31,  1845,  were  abandoned  to 
the  public  prior  to  the  said  application  for  said  Letters  Patent  by 
said  McCormick,  and  therefore  said  last-mentioned  Letters  Patent 
are  null  and  void,  and  of  no  effect. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  informetl 
and  believe  that  Cyrus  IL  McCormick  made  a  certain  other  ajjpli- 
cation  to  the  proper  department  of  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  for  Letters  Patent,  which  Letters  Patent  were  granted,  and 
were  dated  October  23d,  A.  D.  1847,  but  at  what  date  the  said  aj  - 
plication  was  made,  these  defendants  are  not  informed  and  cannot 
state,  but  leave  the  complainant  to  prove  the  same  as  he  may  be 
advised. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  aie 
informed  and  believe,  and  therefore  state  and  will  insist,  that  the 
alleged  improvements  claimed  by  Cyrus  IL  McCormick,  and  de- 
scribed in  the  said  Letters  Patent  dated  October  23,  1847,  or  ma- 
terial parts  thereof,  were  patented  by  others  prior  to  the  sujiposed 
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discovery  thereof  by  the  said  Cyrus  H.  McCorraick,  and  prior  to 
his  application  for  said  last-mentioned  Letters  Patent,  and  also  that 
the  said  alleged  improvements,  or  material  parts  thereof,  Vtcre  de- 
scribed in  one  or  more  printed  publications  and  public  works,  prior 
to  the  supposed  discovery  thereof  by  the  said  McCormick,  and  prior 
to  his  said  application  for  said  Letters  Patent ;  and  that  the  said 
McCormick  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  alleged 
inventions  and  improvements  described  and  claimed  in  said  last 
named  Letters  Patent,  or  of  a  substantial  and  material  part  thereof, 
and  that  anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery  of  said  improvement  by 
McCormick,  and  anterior  to  his  application,  the  said  alleged  im- 
provements were  publicly  known  and  used  by  others. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe  that  tlie  alleged  improvements,  mentioned 
and  claimed  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  said  letters  patent  of 
October  23,  1847,  as  set  forth  in  said  bill  of  complaint,  were  pub- 
licly purchased,  used  and  sold,  with  said  McCormick's  consent  or 
allowance,  prior  to  the  date  of  his  application  for  a  patent.  And 
that  the  alleged  inventions  and  improvements  mentioned  and  claimed 
in  the  schedule  annexed  to  said  letters  patent  of  October  23,  1847, 
were  abandoned  to  the  public  prior  to  the  said  application  for  said 
letters  patent  by  McCormick,  and  therefore  said  last  mentioned 
letters  patent  are  null  and  void  and  of  no  effect. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  admit 
that  said  letters  patent,  dated  October  23,  1847,  were  surrendered 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  and  new  letters  patent  re-issued 
thereon,  signed  and  sealed  at  the  time  in  said  bill  of  complaint 
mentioned  ;  but  these  defendants  deny  that  the  said  last  mentioned 
letters  patent  were  surrendered  for  the  cause  in  the  said  bill  of 
complaint  mentioned,  or  because  they  were  inoperative  or  invalid 
on  account  of  a  defective  or  insufficient  specification  or  description, 
or  for  any  sufficient  legal  reason  ;  but  on  the  contrary,  these  de- 
fendants state,  and  will  insist,  that  the  said  specification  attached 
to  the  said  lust  mentioned  letters  patent  of  October  23,  1847,  was 
not  so  defective  or  insuflScient  as  to  render  them  inoperative  or 
invalid  umler  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  provided.  And 
these  dofeiidants  further  state,  and  will  insist,  that  the  real  object 
of  the  said  surrender  of  said  letters  patent  was  to  obtain  and  secure 
thereby  new  and  additional  matters  and  things  in  the  letters  to 
be  re-issued,  and  to  include  therein  more  than  was  included  or 
described  in  the  said  original  letters  patent  dated  October  23,  1847, 
and  more  and  other  things  than  were  first  and  originally  invented 
by  the  said  McCormick,  and  to  change  the  subject-matter  from  that 
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contained  in  the  invention  for  which  he  had  original])'  applied  for 
said  letters  patent  of  October  23,  1847. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  said 
description  and  specification  of  claim  annexed  to  said  re-issued 
patent  of  May,  1853,  was  artfully  and  fraudulently  drawn,  or 
caused  to  be  drawn  up  by  McCorinick,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  secure  to  the  said  McCormiok 
exclusive  rights,  greater  in  extent  than  his  original  invention,  and 
greater  than  by  law  the  Commissioner  was  authorized  to  grant; 
and  by  such  grant  to  include  improvements  and  inventions  dif- 
ferent from  said  McCormick's  alleged  invention,  and  to  include 
inventions  made  by  others  prior  and  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
pretended  invention  of  McCormick,  and  of  his  application  for  let- 
ters patent  dated  October  23,  1847  ;  and  that  said  McCoi  mick 
represented  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  that  the  claim  annexed 
to  his  said  application  for  a  re-issue  of  said  patent  was  very  limited 
in  its  scope,  and  included  only  the  precise  arrangement  described 
in  his  specification  ;  and  that  by  means  of  such  deceptive  and  fradu- 
lent  representation,  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  was  induced  to 
issue  said  re-issued  letters  patent  with  a  vague  and  uncertain  claim, 
and  one  which  was  unauthorized  by  law ;  all  of  which  will  appear 
by  reference  to  the  records  of  the  Patent  Office. 

And  these  defendants  deny  that  the  said  last  mentioned  letters 
patent,  with  the  deceptive,  vague  and  uncertain  claim  as  set  forth 
secondly  in  the  schedule  to  said  re-issued  letters  patent  annexed,  is 
for  the  same  invention  originally  patented  to  said  McCormick  by 
his  said  letters  patent  of  October  23,  1847.  And  these  defendants 
deny  that  the  specifications  so  annexed  to  said  last  named  re-issued 
letters  patent  is  more  full,  clear  and  exact  than  that  attached  to  the 
said  letters  patent  so  siu-rendered  as  last  aforesaid,  but  on  the  con- 
trary is  more  vague  and  is  less  clear  and  exact  than  the  specification 
attached  to  the  said  letters  patent  so  surrendered.  And  these  de- 
fendants are  advised,  and  therefore  will  insist,  that  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  had  no  lawful  authority  to  receive  the  aforesaid  surrender 
and  grant  the  aforesaid  re-issue,  as  set  forth  in  the  said  bill  of  com- 
plaint; and  that  said  last  mentioned  re-issued  letters  patent,  for  the 
foregoing  reasons,  are  null  and  void,  and  of  no  effect. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  in- 
formed and  believe,  and  therefore  state  and  will  insist,  that  the 
alleged  improvements  claimed  by  Cyrus  H.  McCormick,  and  de- 
scribed in  the  said  re-issued  letters  patent,  dated  May  24,  1853,  or 
material  parts  thereof,  were  patented  by  others  prior  to  the  sup- 
posed discovery  thereof  by  the  said  Cyrus  H.  McCormick,  and  prior 
to  his  application  for  said  letters  patent ;  and  also  that  the  said 
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alleged  improvements,  or  material  parts  thereof,  were  publicly 
known  and  used,  and  were  described  in  one  or  more  ])rinted  publi- 
cations and  public  works  prior  to  the  supposed  discovery  thereof  by 
the  said  McCormick,  and  prior  to  his  said  application  for  said  let- 
ters patent ;  and  that  the  said  McCormick  was  not  the  original  and 
first  inventor  of  the  alleged  invention  and  improvements  described 
and  claimed  in  said  last  named  re-issued  letters  patent,  or  of  a  sub- 
stantial and  material  part  thereof. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe  that  the  alleged  improvements  mentioned 
and  claimed  secondly  in  said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May  24, 
1858,  as  set  forth  in  said  bill  of  complaint,  were  publicly  pur- 
chased, used  and  sold,  with  said  McCormick's  consent  or  allowance, 
prior  to  the  date  of  his  application  for  the  original  patent  of  Octo- 
ber 23,  1847,  as  aforesaid.  And  that  the  alleged  invention  and 
improvement  mentioned  and  claimed  in  the  said  second  claim  of 
said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May  24,  1853,  were  abandoned  to 
the  public  prior  to  the  said  application  for  the  said  letters  patent  by 
McCormick,  and  therefore  said  last  mentioned  re-issued  letters 
patent  are  null  and  void,  and  of  no  eflfect. 

And  these  defendants  further  say,  that  they  do  not  know  that 
the  paper  marked  C,  attached  to  said  bill  of  complaint,  is  a  true 
copy  of  the  specification  annexed  to  the  said  last  mentioned  re- 
issued letters  patent,  of  May  24th,  1853,  and  leave  the  complainant 
to  prove  the  same  as  he  shall  be  advised. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe,  and  so  state,  that  the  said  complainant  unjustly 
or  surreptitiously  obtained  his  original  letters  patent,  of  October  23d, 
1847,  for  that  which  was  in  fact  invented  and  discovered  by  others, 
who  were  using  reasonable  diligence  in  adapting  and  perfecting  the 
same,  to  wit :  by  A.  C.  Brown,  of  Cincinnati,  Thomas  F.  Zinck,  of 
Cincinnati,  J.  J.  Ilite,  and  Washington  F.  Pagett,  of  White  Post, 
Clark  County,  Virginia,  E.  R.  Miller  of  Cincinnati.  John  Magness, 
of  Cincinnati  and  others,  and  that  by  reason  thereof,  said  original 
letters  patent  of  October  23d,  1847,  were,  and  the  said  re-issued 
letters  patent,  of  May  24th,  1853,  are  null  and  void,  and  of  no 
efi"ect. 

These  defendants  further  answering  say,  that  they  are  informed, 
and  will  insist,  that  the  description  contained  in  the  specification 
annexed  to  said  McCormick's  patent  of  1847,  is  false  and  erroneous 
in  such  parts  thereof  as  relate  to  the  necessity  for  re-arranging  the 
operative  machinery  of  his  former  reaper,  so  as  to  accommodate  the 
raker's  seat,  and  that  such  false  and  erroneous  statement  or  addition 
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of  unnecessary  parts  in  said  description,  is  calculated  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  public,  and  that  such  addition  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  deceiving  the  public  at  the  time  of  making  such  original 
specification  for  letters  patent.  And  that  the  said  false  statement 
and  erroneous  addition  in  said  original  specification  was  repeated 
and  preserved  by  said  McCorraick,  in  the  specification  annexed  to 
said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  1853,  with  the  same  object,  and  intent 
to  deceive  the  public.  And  that  the  said  additional,  false,  and 
erroneous  descriptive  matter  is  embraced  in  the  first  claim  of  said 
original,  and  in  the  first  claim  of  said  re-issued  letters  patent, 
and  in  the  parts  of  the  respective  specifications  relating  thereto  ; 
and  that  by  reason  thereof,  the  said  original  letters  patent  of  1847, 
were,  and  the  said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  1853,  are  null  and 
void. 

And  these  defendants  deny  that  the  complainant  has  since  the 
granting  of  the  said  letters  patent  of  January  31st,  1845,  and  of 
October  23d,  1847,  and  the  said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May 
24th,  1853,  put  into  general  or  extensive  use  the  said  invention  or 
improvements  as  described  and  claimed  in  the  schedules  annexed 
to  said  letters  patent ;  but  on  the  contrary  has  for  many  years  past, 
manufactured  and  sold,  and  put  into  use,  and  caused  to  be  manu- 
factured and  sold,  reaping  machines,  constructed  upon  a  different 
plan  from  that  mentioned  and  claimed  in  the  respective  patents 
aforesaid. 

And  that  the  reaping  machines  as  described  in  said  letters 
patent  of  1845  and  1853,  are  very  inferior  and  defective  machines, 
and  without  further  improvement  and  modification  could  not  be 
introduced  into  general  and  successful  use,  and  that  in  consequence 
thereof  said  McCormick  has,  of  late  years,  been  compelled  to 
abandon  his  aforesaid  patented  improvements,  and  to  substitute 
other  and  difierent  devices;  and  especially,  that  he  has  abandoned 
his  arrangement  of  reel  post,  dividing  iron,  sickle-bearer — and 
arrangement  of  machinery  for  balancing  the  raker's  seat. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  have 
been  informed  that  certain  proceedings  were  had  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  Northern  District  of  New 
York,  by  the  complainant,  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  certain 
portions  of  the  letters  patent  of  said  complainant  of  January  31st, 
1845,  and  the  said  letters  patent  of  October  23d,  1847,  and  that  a 
trial  at  law  was  had  exclusively  upon  said  letters  patent,  of 
October  23d,  1847,  and  that  a  verdict  was  obtained  in  favor 
of  the  said  complainant,  but  these  defendants  are  informed 
and  believe,  and  so  allege,  that  the  investigation  of  the  question 
of  originality  which  took  place  upon  said  trial  was  very  limited, 
that  these  defendants  took  no  part  in  said  trial,  and  were  not 
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present  at  it,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  the  time  and  place  of 
said  trial ;  that  in  addition  to  the  evidence  mentioned  in  said  com- 
plainant's bill  as  having  been  presented  at  said  trial,  upon 
behalf  of  the  defendant  in  said  suit  at  law,  the  testimony  of 
many  other  witnesses  on  the  questions  of  novelty,  patentability 
and  abandonment  might,  and  ought  to  have  been  presented,  and 
that  by  reason  of  the  absence  of  such  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  the  said  trial  at  law  was  not  a  full  investigation  of  the 
questions  of  fact  raised  at  the  said  trial.  And  these  defendants 
deny  that  by  said  trial,  verdict  and  judgment,  or  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  thereon,  that  the  rights  of  complainant  to  the 
exclusive  privilege  mentioned  in  said  letters  patent  of  1847,  were 
established,  or  that  the  novelty,  originality,  or  patentability  of  the 
complainant's  alleged  invention  of  the  arrangement  of  the  raker's 
seat,  or  position  for  the  raker,  was  established,  or  that  the  validity 
of  said  re-issued  letters  patent  were  settled  and  established  as  in 
said  bill  of  complaint  is  alleged. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  mode  of 
constructing  reapers  pursued  by  these  defendants,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  complainant's  bill,  is  entirely  diflferent 
from  the  mode  in  which  reapers  were  proved  to  have  been  con- 
structed by  the  aforesaid  defendant,  in  said  action  at  law.  And 
these  defendants  do  not  know  and  cannot  say,  whether  the  allega- 
tions made  in  said  complainant's  bill,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  testi- 
mony offered  on  said  trial,  the  rulings  of  the  Court,  or  as  to  the 
verdict  and  subsequent  proceedings  had  therein,  are  truly  set  forth 
in  said  bill,  but  leave  the  complainant  to  prove  the  same,  as  he 
may  be  advised. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that,  after  the  said 
trial  at  law  and  other  proceedings,  the  complainant  admitted  and 
declared  said  letters  patent,  dated  October,  1847,  to  be  inoperative 
and  invalid,  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  specification,  and 
surrendered  the  same ;  and  that  thereby  the  complainant  aban- 
doned whatever  sanction  said  letters  patent  had  derived  from  said 
proceedings  at  law. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe,  a  second  trial  at  law  was  had,  as  mentioned 
in  said  bill  of  complaint,  upon  complainant's  letters  patent,  as 
aforesaid  :  at  which  trial,  the  issue  was  limited  to  complainant's 
letters  patent  of  January  31,  1845;  and  these  defendants  say, 
that  they  took  no  part  in  said  trial,  and  had  no  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  thereof.  And  these  defendants  are  informed  and  believe, 
that  the  evidence  presented  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  in  said 
trial,  upon  the  questions  of  novelty,  originality,  patentability  and 
abandonment,  was  much  less  conclusive  than  might  and  ought  to 
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bave  been  produced,  and  mucli  less  conclusire  and  pertinent  than 
would  have  been  produced,  if  these  defendants  had  been  parties  to 
the  suit ;  that  the  place  of  said  trial  was  many  miles  from  the  resi- 
dence and  place  of  business  of  these  defendants. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  reaping 
machines  made  and  sold  by  them,  as  charged  in  said  bill  of 
complaint,  are  entirely  different  in  arrangement,  construction  and 
operation,  from  the  reaping  machines  proved  to  have  been  used 
by  Seymour  and  Morgan,  the  defendants  in  said  second  trial 
at  law. 

And  these  defendants  deny,  that,  by  the  verdict  in  said  suit,  the 
novelty,  originality  and  patentability  of  the  complainant's  alleged 
inventions,  mentioned  in  said  fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  said  letters 
patent,  of  January  31,  1845,  were  fully  settled  and  established  ; 
and  do  not  admit  that  the  several  allegations  made  in  said  bill  of 
complaint,  in  reference  to  said  suit  at  law,  are  true,  but  leave  the 
complainant  to  prove  the  same,  as  he  may  be  advised. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  sny,  that  they  have 
been  informed  that  an  application  was  made  for  a  special  injunc- 
tion in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  Northern 
District  of  New  York ;  but  these  defendants  deny,  that,  by  the 
decision  of  the  Court,  upon  said  motion,  the  novelty,  originality 
and  patentability  of  the  said  arrangement,  for  the  raker's  seat  or 
position,  covered  by  the  said  re-issued  letters  patent,  were  fully 
settled  and  established. 

And  these  defendants  further  say,  that  the  reaping  machines 
made  and  sold  by  these  defendants,  and  referred  to  in  said  bill  of 
complaint,  are  diiferent  in  construction,  arrangement  and  operation, 
the  from  reaping  machines  of  Seymour  and  Morgan,  referred  to  in 
the  motion  for  injunction,  mentioned  in  said  bill  of  complaint. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  machines  made 
by  them  for  the  harvest  of  1854  and  1855,  mentioned  in  said  bill 
of  complainant,  are  not  infringements  of  said  letters  patent  of 
complainant,  of  January  31,  1845,  and  of  the  said  re-issued  letters 
patent  of  May  24,  1853;  and  especially  do  these  defeiidants 
deny,  that  they  infringe  the  fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  said  letters 
patent  of  Januai-y  31,  1845,  and  the  second  claim  of  the  said  re- 
issued letters  patent  of  May  24,  1853. 

And  these  defendants  further  say,  that  their  arrangement  of 
divider,  for  separating  the  grain  to  be  cut,  from  that  to  be  left 
standing,  is  not  the  same,  in  construction  or  mode  of  operation,  as 
that  described  and  claimed  in  the  aforesaid  letters  patent  of  1845, 
and  that  it  is  not  a  colorable  evasion  of  said  last  named  claim ;  but 
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it  is  a  different  and  distinct  arrangement,  first  invented  and  made 
by  J.  H.  M  mny,  one  of  these  defendants,  after  several  years  expe- 
riments, and  is  gre;ij;]y  superior  in  its  application  to  said  defendant's 
machine,  to  the  divider  described  in  said  McCormick's  letters  patent 
of  January  31,  1845. 

These  defendants  further  say,  that  their  arrangement  of  reel 
post  is  different,  and  their  reel  post  is  also  different,  in  construc- 
tion and  principle,  from  the  reel  post  described  in  the  claims  of  the 
said  letters  patent  of  1845,  and  is  superior  to  the  arrangement 
described  and  claimed  by  said  McCormick,  as  aforesaid.  And  these 
defendants  deny  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  ever  sought  to  imi- 
tate or  colorably  evade,  the  alleged  invention  described  in  this  or 
any  of  the  claims  of  complainant's  said  letters  patent. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  their  reaping 
machines  are  not  constructed  with  a  combination  of  the  reel  for 
gathering  the  grain,  with  a  seat  or  position  for  the  raker,  so  placed 
that  the  raker  might  rake  the  grain  from  the  platform,  and  deliver 
it  on  the  ground  by  the  side  of  the  machine,  substantially  in  the 
same  manner  as  is  done  by  the  complainant  in  his  machines,  as  is 
described  and  claimed  in  his  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May  24, 
1853 ;  but  that  the  defendants  employ  a  position  for  a  forker, 
arranged  and  operating  in  a  different  manner,  and  upon  a  different 
principle,  from  the  complainant's  arrangement  of  raker's  seat ;  and 
that  the  arrangement  of  these  defendants  is  not  a  merely  colorable 
evasion,  and  is  also  greatly  superior  to  the  arrangement  used  or 
described  by  said  complainant. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  John  H.  Manny, 
one  of  these  defendants,  has  devoted  his  attention,  almost  exclu- 
sively, to  making  a  successful  mowing  and  reaping  machine,  for  six 
years  past ;  that  a  machine  which  Avould  at  once  both  mow  and  reap 
well,  was  and  had  been,  for  a  long  time,  a  great  desideratum  ;  that 
the  said  Manny  has  expended  large  sums  of  money,  in  making 
experiments  and  improvements  in  mowing  and  reaping  machines; 
that  said  Manny  has  finally  succeeded  in  producing  a  mowing  and 
reaping  machine,  which  is  generally  admitted  to  be  completely 
successful,  and  to  be  a  great  improvement  over  previous  reaping 
machines,  and  that  several  letters  patent  of  the  United  States  have 
been  granted  to  the  said  defendant,  John  H.  Manny,  for  many  of 
his  improvements  so  made,  and  for  others  of  his  said  improve- 
ments he  has  applications  for  letters  patent,  now  pending  before 
the  proper  department  of  government,  and  is  advised  by  his  counsel 
that  a  number  of  letters  patent  will  shortly  be  granted  to  him,  in 
pur.suanco  of  his  said  applications.  The  letters  patent  already 
granted  to  him  are  numbered  and  dated,  as  will  appear  by  reference 
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to  the  public  records  of  the  United  States  Patent  Office  at  "Wash- 
ington, as  follows,  viz  :  Number  83^5,  dated  September  2.3d,  1851  ; 
Numbers  286,  287,  288,  289  and  2'»0,  being  divisions  and  re-issues  of 
Number  8385,  and  severally  dated  January  2d,  1855  ;  Number  9023, 
granted  November  23d,  1852,  antedated  September  ITtli,  1852  ; 
Number  291,  dated  January  2d,  1855,  being  a  re-issue  of  Number 
9023;  Number  9675,  granted  April  19th,  1853,  antedated  Decem- 
ber 9th,  1852;  Number  292,  dated  January  2d,  1855,  being  a 
re-issue  of  Number  9675;  Number  9800,  granted  January  21st, 
1858,  and  antedated  to  December  9th,  1852;  Number  11810, 
granted  October  17th,  and  antedated  June  15th,  1854;  Avhich  last 
named  letters  patent  have  been  surrendered  for  re-issue  and  divi- 
sion, into  four  several  patents  ;  that  many  premiums,  certificates 
and  awards,  establishing  the  superiority  of  the  said  Manny's 
machines,  over  those  of  McCormick  and  others,  have  been  obtained 
by  these  defendants  from  agricultural  and  scientific  societies 
throughout  the  country ;  and  that  the  superiority  of  the  said 
Manny's  machines,  as  manufactured  by  these  defendants,  is  gene- 
rally admitted ;  that  the  machines  described  in  said  complainant's 
letters  patent  of  1845  and  1847,  and  his  re-issued  patent  of  1853, 
are  reaping  machines  only,  and  not  capable  of  being  used  fur 
mowing ;  that  the  said  mowing  and  reaping  machines  of  the  defen- 
dants have  an  increased  value  of  fifty  per  cent,  by  reason  of  the 
increased  functions  performed  by  them  over  complainant's,  and 
other  simple  reaping  machines.  These  defendants  further  say,  tlie 
machines  made  and  sold  by  them  are  not  constructed  in  the  manner 
as  described  and  charged  in  said  bill  of  complaint. 

The  divider  used  by  these  defendants  when  the  said  machine  is  in 
operation  for  reaping,  does  not  rise  upward,  as  it  extends  backward 
and  at  an  angle  of  25  or  30  degrees,  as  is  charged  in  said  bill  of 
complaint ;  but  it  is  parallel  with  the  surface  of  the  platform  on  to 
■which  the  grain  falls,  and  as  the  said  platform  must  necessarily  be 
level,  or  nearly  so,  (that  is,  parallel  with  the  ground,)  it  follows  that 
said  divider  has  no  ascent  backwards,  but  it  is  in  a  level  position, 
or  nearly  so,  and  parallel  with  the  surface  of  the  platform  and 
ground.  The  divider  of  these  defendants'  machines  has  neither  the 
outside  bow,  nor  the  adjustable  dividing  iron  as  described  in  the 
said  Letters  Patent  of  January  31,  1845,  nor  any  equivalent  there- 
for. These  defendants'  divider  is  simply  a  horizontal  wedge,  made 
of  a  single  piece  of  flat  board,  and  its  outside  surface  does  not  form 
a  bow  as  described  in  said  complainanant's  patent,  but  the  said  di- 
vider terminates  at  its  back,  on  a  line  with  the  front  edge  of  the 
platform.  The  standing  grain  is  in  no  greater  degree  borne  out  by 
this  divider,  than  is  accomplished  by  the  divider  described  in  Mc- 
Cormick's  expired  patent.    The  defendants'  reaper  has  no  inside 
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dividing  iron  whatever,  and  the  inner  edge  of  the  board  is  not  an 
equivalent  therefor,  as  charged  in  complainant's  bill.  It  does  not 
rise  up  so  as  to  elevate  the  grain  or  carry  it  to  the  reel.  It  has  not 
the  shape,  nor  does  it  produce  the  same  result  as  the  complainant's 
dividing  iron ;  neither  is  it  overlapped  by  the  reel,  as  is  charged  in 
said  bill  of  complaint ;  but  the  reel  is  always  made  so  short  that  it 
can  pass  down  inside  of  the  said  board.  Moreover,  the  separation 
of  the  grain  in  the  defendants'  machine,  when  used  for  reaping,  is 
not  required  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the 
complainant's  machines ;  for  in  the  latter  the  raker's  seat  or  posi- 
tion is  at  a  great  distance  from  the  divider,  and  the  raker  is  obliged 
to  use  a  rake  to  discharge  the  grain  from  the  platform,  and  if  the 
grain  were  not  very  widely  separated  by  the  dividing  apparatus, 
the  raker,  by  reason  of  his  distant  position,  would  be  unable  to  give 
any  aid  to  disentangle  or  separate  the  grain,  so  as  to  cause  the  ma- 
chine to  continue  to  operate  successfully.  In  the  defendants'  ma- 
chines, however,  the  attendant  who  dischages  the  grain  is  placed  on 
the  same  side  with,  and  within  reach  of  the  dividing  apparatus,  and 
so  that,  if  necessary,  with  his  fork  he  can  easily  disentangle  and 
separate  the  grain  as  it  comes  into  the  machine.  Hence,  the  said 
defendants'  machine  does  not  require,  and  does  not  possess  so  ex- 
tensive a  dividing  apparatus  as  said  complainant's  machines  require 
and  possess.  Said  complainant's  patented  divider  would  be  found 
to  be  an  inconvenient,  unnecessary  and  even  injurious  appendage  to 
defendants'  machine.  These  defendants  use  no  reel  post  whatever, 
but  use  an  arrangement  precisely  similar  to  that  of  Rev.  Patrick 
Bell  and  others,  prior  in  date  to  said  McCormick's  patent,  and 
greatly  superior  to  the  arrangement  of  McCormick's,  patented  as 
aforesaid. 

And  these  defendants,  further  anwering,  say  that  the  arrange- 
ment on  their  machines  for  the  attendant  who  discharges  the  grain, 
and  the  manner  of  discharging  it,  are  entirely  different  from,  and 
superior  to  that  of  said  complainant,  and  to  that  claimed  in  his  re- 
issued Letters  Patent  of  May  24,  1853,  and  to  that  used  on  any 
previous  reaping  machine,  and  that  the  same  was  invented  by  one 
of  these  defendants,  the  said  J.  II.  Manny,  after  much  experi- 
ment. This  improvement  consists  in  adapting  a  position  or  seat 
between  the  inner  end  of  platform  and  the  standing  grain,  and  be- 
hind the  finger  bar  and  the  supporting  wheel,  for  an  attendant  to 
Bit  or  stand  on,  and  which  gives  due  support  to  him  while  operating 
a  fork  to  push  the  cut  grain  towards  the  outer  end  of  the  platform, 
where  the  grain  is  first  compressed  against  a  wing  or  guard  provi- 
ded for  the  purpose,  and  then  by  a  lateral  movement  of  the  fork 
discharged  properly  on  the  ground  behind  the  platform,  in  a  gavel, 
ready  for  being  bound  in  a  sheaf.   The  superiority  of  tbia  arrange- 
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ment  of  the  position  for  the  attendant,  and  of  this  mode  of  dis- 
charge, over  the  complainant's,  consists  in  this,  that  the  gavel  being 
gathered  is  compressed  against  the  wing  preparatory  to  being 
pushed  off  behind  the  platform,  and  reaches  the  ground  in  a  more 
compact  mass,  and  with  much  less  scattering  than  when  raked  off, 
and  discharged  at  the  side  of  the  machine  without  any  such  com- 
pression. A  further  advantage,  as  before  stated,  is  that  the  attend- 
ant occupies  such  a  position  that  he  can  aid  the  dividing  apparatus 
in  case  of  meeting  with  entangled  grain,  or  with  obstructions,  and 
can  also  free  the  cutting  apparatus  from  any  obstruction. 

Moreover,  less  skill  and  labor  are  required  than  in  the  complain- 
ant's machines,  for  the  prompt  and  proper  discharge  of  the  grain 
from  the  platform.  And  as  the  forking  of  the  grain  off  the  plat- 
form brings  into  operation  nearly  the  same  muscles  as  ordinary 
forking  upon  the  ground,  none  of  the  extraordinary  fatigue  is  felt 
by  the  person  who  discharges  the  grain  from  this  machine,  which  is 
experienced  by  the  raker  on  complainant's  machines,  where  the 
raker  rides  back  foremost,  sitting  astride  of  a  crotch,  and  has  to 
continue  a  strained  and  exhausting  swinging  of  the  body. 

And  these  defendants,  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  in- 
formed and  believe,  and  so  state  and  charge,  that  anterior  to  the 
date  of  the  Letters  Patent  of  said  McCormick,  of  January  31, 
1845,  and  anterior  to  his  making  the  alleged  improvements  in  reap- 
ing machines,  described  and  claimed  in  the  2d,  4th  and  5th  claims 
of  said  Letters  Patent,  the  said  improvements  were  invented,  known 
and  used  by  Hiram  Moore,  now  of  Battle  Creek,  Calhoun  county, 
Michigan,  formerly  of  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan,  and  that  said 
use  was  at  and  near  Rochester,  in  New  York,  and  at  and  near 
Schoolcraft,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan,  and  that  said  invention 
and  use  of  said  improvement  was  known  to  John  Leland,  a  few 
miles  north-east  of  Three  Rivers,  St.  Joseph's  county,  Michigan, 
George  Leland,  now  of  Sacramento,  California,  formerly  of  School- 
craft, on   Prairie  Ronde,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan,  Abner 
Moore,  of  Three  Rivers,  St.  Joseph  county,  Michigan,  Challenge 
S.  Wheeler,  of  Flownfield,  St.  Joseph's  county,  Michigan,  William 
Wheeler,  of  the  same  place,  Edward  S.  Moore,  Three  Rivers, 
Michigan,  Ruel  Rawson,  Schoolcraft,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan, 
James  Allen,  of  the  same  place, 
A.  Y.  Moore,  do 
Hamilton  Scott,  do 
Andrew  McKinstry,  do 
Willis  N.  Duncan,  do 
Thaddeus  Smith,  do 
Hon.  H.  G.  Mills,  do 
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Henry  Smith,  Schoolcraft,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan, 

Hon.  Ed.  Lothrop,  do 

R.  Cobb,  do 

Fred.  Dale,  do 

Mr.  Crowfoot,  do 

Godfrey  Knight,  do 

Peleg  Stevens,  do 

Volney  Hascall,  of  Kalamazoo,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan, 
0.  H.  Moore,  do  do  do 

Phinius  Judson,  of  Rochester,  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
Walby  Strong,  pattern  maker,  do  do 
P.  D,  Wright,  of  Rochester,      do  do 
Mr.  Angell,  do  do  do 

Wm.  A.  Langworthy,  do  do  do 

Jackson  Langworthy,  do  do  do 

Seymour  B.  Langworthy,  do  do 

Isaac  Smith,  Charleston,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan, 
Sanford  Smith,       do  do  do 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  said  im- 
provements mentioned  in  the  said  letters  patent  in  the  second,  fourth 
and  fifth  claims,  or  a  part  thereof,  were  patented  to  said  Hiram 
Moore,  conjointly  with  John  Hascall,  June  28th,  1836,  by  the 
government  of  the  United  States.  And  these  defendants  further 
answering,  say,  that  they  are  informed  and  believe  that  the  alleged 
invention  and  improvement  mentioned  in  the  second,  third  and 
fourth  claims  of  said  complainant's  letters  patent  of  January  31st, 
1845,  were  invented,  and  were  known  and  used  at  and  near  Baltimore, 
anterior  to  the  dates  last  aforesaid,  and  anterior  to  the  supposed 
discovery  thereof  by  the  said  complainant,  by  Waldron  Beach,  of 
Baltimore,  Maryland.  And  said  prior  use  was  known  to  E.  Whit- 
man, of  Baltimore,  Maryland.  And  that  the  same  was  invented, 
and  known  and  used  at  and  near  Plainfield,  New  Jersey,  and  at 
other  places,  by  William  Manning,  of  Plainfield,  New  Jersey,  and 
that  the  same  was  patented  to  the  said  Manning  by  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  May  3,  1831,  and  that  the  same  was  invented 
by  Mr.  Scott,  and  was  described  in  a  public  work  anterior  to  the 
dates  last  aforesaid,  to  wit :  in  Edinburgh  Encyclopedia,  conducted 
by  David  Brewster,  LL.  D.,  &c.,  in  eighteen  volumes,  published  at 
Edinburgh,  1830,  and  in  Vol.  17,  p.  325  thereof,  and  plates  478 
and  479  ;  and  that  the  said  alleged  improvements  mentioned  in  said 
second,  third,  fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  said  letters  patent  of  1845, 
or  a  material  part  thereof,  anterior  to  the  date  aforesaid,  were  in- 
vented, known  and  used  by  John  Leland,  who  now  resides  at  or 
near  Three  Rivers,  St.  Joseph  County,  Michigan.  And  by  George 
Leland,  residing  at  Schoolcraft,  Kalamazoo  County,  Michigan ;  and 
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that  said  prior  use  was  at  and  near  Schoolcraft,  aforesaid.  And 
was  known  to  Abner  Moore,  of  Three  Rivers,  St.  Joseph  County, 
Michigan,  Hiram  Moore,  now  of  Battle  Creek,  Calhoun  County, 
Michigan,  formerly  of  Kalamazoo  County,  Michigan,  Challenge  S. 
Wheeler,  of  Flownfield,  St.  Joseph  County,  Michigan,  William 
Wheeler,  of  the  same  place :  Edward  S.  Moore,  of  Three  Rivers, 
Michigan;  Ruel  Rawson,  of  Schoolcraft,  Kalamazoo  County, 
Michigan. 

James  Allen,  of  the  same  place, 
A.  Y.  Moore,  do 
Hamilton  Scott,  do 
Andrew  McKinstry,  do 
Willis  N.  Duncan,  do 
Thaddeus  Smith,  do 
Henry  Smith,  do 
Hon.  H.  G.  Mills,  do 
Mr.  Crowfoot,  do 
Hon.  Edw'd  Lothrop  do 
R.  Cobb,  do 
Frederic  Dale,  do 
Godfrey  Knight,  do 
Peleg  Stevens,  do 
Volney  Hascall,  do 
0.  H.  Moore,  do 

Isaac  Smith,  of  Charleston,  Kalamazoo  County,  Michigan. 
Sanford  Smith,       do  do  do 

And  that  the  said  alleged  inventions  mentioned  in  the  second, 
third  and  fourth  claims  of  the  said  complainant's  patent  of  1845, 
were  invented,  and  known  and  used  by  Enoch  Ambler,  of  Root,  in 
the  county  of  Montgomery,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  at  and  near 
his  place  of  residence,  and  that  the  same  were  patented  to  the  said 
Ambler  by  the  government  of  the  United  States,  on  the  twenty- 
third  day  of  December,  1834,  prior  to  the  supposed  discovery 
thereof  by  the  said  complainant,  and  that  such  use  was  known  to  L. 
C.  Ball,  of  Hoosick  Falls,  New  York,  to  Samuel  S.  Allen,  of  Harris- 
burgh,  Pennsylvania,  to  John  P.  Adriance,  of  the  City  of  New 
York,  Beale  and  Griswold,  of  Spencertown,  Columbia  county,  New 
York ;  and  the  farmers  and  mechanics  generally  at  and  near 
Spencertown,  who  have  been  residing  there  from  the  year  1836  to 
the  present  time,  and  to  George  Hanfdtd,  of  Albany,  New  York. 

And  that  the  said  alleged  inventions  mentioned  in  the  second, 
third,  fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  the  patent  granted  to  the  said 
complainant  in  1845,  were  invented,  and  known  and  used  in  King 
WilUam  county,  Virginia,  by  William  P.  Claiborne,  prior  to  the 
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supposed  discovery  thereof  by  the  said  complainant,  and  letters 
P*>f"^,^f«  g'^anted  by  the  government  of  the  United  States  to  the 
said  Claiborne,  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1811. 

_  And  that  prior  to  the  supposed  discovery  of  the  last  mentioned 
invention  by  the  said  complainant,  the  same  was  invented  and 
known  and  used  by  John  S.  Pleasants,  of  Halifax  county,  Virginia 
and  letters  patent  were  granted  therefor  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States  to  the  said  Pleasants,  on  the  28th  day  of  July,  1827. 

And  that  the  said  alleged  invention  mentioned  in  said  fourth 
claim,  or  a  material  and  substantial  part  thereof,  was  patented  to 
John  Comfort,  of  Bucks  county,  Pennsylvania,  on  the  26th  day  of 
February,  1811,  by  the  government  of  the  United  States. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  in- 
formed, and  believe,  and  so  state,  that  anterior  to  the  date  of  the 
letters  patent  of  the  said  McCormick,  of  January  31st,  1845,  and 
anterior  to  his  making  the  alleged  improvements  in  reaping  machines 
described  and  claimed  in  the  second,  fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  said 
letters  patent,  the  said  improvements,  or  a  material  part  thereof 
were  invented,  known  and  used  by  William  Schnebly,  of  Hacken- 
sack,  New  Jersey,  and  by  Thomas  Schnebly,  of  Hagerstown,  Mary- 
land. 

And  that  such  prior  use  was  at  or  near  Hagerstown,  Maryland 
and  at  other  places,  and  that  such  use  was  known  to  Thomas  Centis' 
of  Hagerstown,  Maryland,  William  Heyser  and  John  Heyser  both 
of  Hagerstown,  Maryland,  Dr.  H.  Kennedy,  Richard  Ragon,  Jr. 
Dr.  J.  C.  Dorsey,  also  of  Hagerstown  ;  George  Schaffer,  Frenches- 
town,  Maryland;  Jonathan  Schaffer,  Washington,  D.  C. ;  John 
Schaffer,  Washington  county,  Maryland;  Jacob  Firery,  Andrew 
Rench,  Daniel  H.  Schnebly,  Daniel  Zeller,  David  Zeller,  Samuel 
Zeller,  all  of  Washington  county,  Maryland ;  Jacob  Miller,  Sharps- 
burg,  Maryland ;  Frederick  Byus,  Frederick  Ziegler,  Louis  Zieder 
T.  B.  Willins,  John  Long,  Hezekiah  Clagett,  all  of  Washington 
county,  Maryland;  Jonathan  Hager,  Peter  Swartzwelder,  John  W 
Kennedy,  Harvey  Little,  all  of  Hagerstown,  Maryland;  Joseph 
Emmett,  John  Hower,  William  McAtlee,  J.  Hewitt,  Dr.  Bishop 
all  of  Washington  county,  Maryland;  John  Harvey,  Georgetown, 
D.  C. ;  Marmadukc  Boyd,  Judge  Wiset,  William  Price  A  Neil 
Jr.,  Samuel  Eichelberger,  Dr.  McGill,  G.  A.  Bender,  Victor  Thom- 
son Daniel  Armstrong,  George  Fcchtigue,  all  of  Hagerstown,  Mary- 
land; Henry  C.  Schnebly,  of  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania.  And 
that  the  said  improvements,  or  a  material  part  thereof,  were  patented 
to  said  William  Schnebly  conjointly  with  Tliomas  Schnebly,  by  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  August  22,  1833 
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And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe  that  the  alleged  improvements  mentioned  in 
the  third  and  fourth  claims  of  the  said  patent,  dated  January  31st, 
1845,  were  invented,  known,  and  used,  prior  to  the  supposed  dis- 
covery thereof  by  the  said  complainant  by  Samuel  Adams,  of  Mon- 
mouth county,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  that  such  prior  use 
was  at  and  near  Upper  Freehold,  in  Monmouth  county,  aforesaid, 
and  was  known  to  John  Adams  of  said  Monmouth  county,  and  to 
many  others,  and  said  improvement,  or  a  substantial  and  material  part 
thereof,  was  patented  to  the  said  Samuel  Adams,  December  28th, 
1805,  by  the  government  of  the  United  States. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe,  that  the  said  alleged  invention  of  the  said 
complainant,  mentioned  in  the  third  and  fourth  claim  aforesaid,  or 
a  material  and  substantial  part  thereof,  was  patented  to  Peter  Baker 
of  Long  Island,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  on  the  19th  day  of 
February,  1814,  by  the  government  of  the  United  States. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe,  that  the  alleged  improvements  described  in 
said  letters  patent,  dated  January  31st,  1845,  and  claimed  in  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth,  and  fifth  claim  thereof,  were  invented, 
known,  and  used  by  Jonathan  Read,  (now  of  Alton,  in  the  county 
of  Madison,  and  State  of  Illinois,  but  late  of  Williamsburgh,  in  the 
State  of  New  York,)  near  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey ;  and  near  the 
city  of  Washington,  District  of  Columbia ;  at  Alton,  Illinois ;  and 
at  Gowanus,  Long  Island  ;  anterior  to  the  date  of  said  letters  patent, 
and  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  supposed  discovery  thereof  by  said 
McCormick ;  and  that  such  use  was  known  to  Gardner,  of  Brook- 
lyn, and  to  Henry  F.  Read,  of  Williamsburgh,  New  York,  and  that 
the  said  improvement,  or  a  material  part  thereof,  was  patented  to 
said  Jonathan  Read,  by  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
March  12th,  1842. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  alleged 
improvement  described  in  the  said  fourth  claim  of  said  complainant's 
patent  of  1845,  was  invented  and  known  and  used  by  Damon  A. 
Church,  of  Friendship,  New  York,  at  and  near  Friendship  afore- 
said, prior  to  the  date  of  the  supposed  discovery  thereof,  by  the 
said  complainant,  and  was  patented  to  the  said  Damon  A. 
Church,  by  the  government  of  the  United  States,  on  the  4th  day 
of  May,  1841. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  alleged 
improvement  described  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  claim  of  said  last 
mentioned  letters  patent,  was  invented  and  known,  and  used 
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anterior  to  the  date  of  such  supposed  discovery,  and  letters  patent, 
by  Ferdinand  Woodward,  formerly  of  Upper  Freehold,  in  the 
county  of  Monmouth,  and  State  of  New  Jersey,  (now  of  California,) 
and  such  use  by  said  Woodward  was  had  in  Burlington,  and  Mon- 
mouth counties,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey  and  other  places,  and 
was  known  to  James  S.  Lawrence,  Benjamin  Y.  Cox,  Nimrod 
Woodward,  George  Cox,  Clark  Woodward,  Apollo  M.  Felton,  and 
many  others,  residing  at  or  near  Upper  Freehold,  in  the  state  and 
county  last  mentioned,  and  by  Charles  E.  Woodward,  of  Shelby- 
ville,  Illinois,  and  by  numerous  other  persons.  And  that  the 
improvement  mentioned  in  said  fourth  and  fifth  claims  was  exhibited 
and  described  by  said  Woodward,  in  a  printed  publication  anterior 
to  the  date  of  the  application  of  McCormick  for  letters  patent,  and 
anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery  thereof  by  McCormick. 

And  that  the  said  improvements  mentioned  in  said  third,  fourth, 
and  fifth  claim  of  said  letters  patent,  or  a  material  part  thereof, 
were  invented,  known  and  used  anterior  to  the  discovery  thereof 
by  said  McCormick,  by  Obed  Hussey,  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  in 
the  State  of  Maryland,  and  that  the  same,  or  a  part  thereof,  was 
patented  to  said  Hussey  by  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
December  31st,  1833,  and  that  said  prior  use  by  said  Hussey  took 
place  at  Hagerstown,  Maryland  ;  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  at  Baltimore, 
Maryland  ;  at  Dorchester,  Maryland  ;  and  at  Springfield,  Ohio;  and 
at  other  places ;  and  such  use  was  known  to  Edward  Watkins  of 
Washington  county,  Maryland,  and  to  Horatio  Watkins,  Richard 
Watkins,  and  James  Watkins,  of  the  last  named  place. 

And  that  the  said  invention  of  said  Hussey  was  mentioned  and 
described  in  several  printed  public  works  anterior  to  the  dates  of 
McCormick's  invention  and  discovery  aforesaid,  to  wit:  in  the 
"Farmer's  Register,"  published  by  Edmund  RuflBn,  at  Shellbanks, 
Virginia,  in  the  second  volume  of  said  work,  published  in  1835, 
page  593,  .ind  following ;  and  in  volume  4  of  the  same  work, 
published  in  1837  at  Petersburg,  Va.,  on  page  413  thereof.  And 
in  volume  7  of  the  same  work,  published  at  Petersburg,  Va.,  in 
1839,  pages  455,  534,  and  587  ;  and  in  volume  8  of  the  same  work, 
published  in  1840,  on  page  294. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed,  and  believe,  that  the  said  alleged  invention  and  improve- 
ment mentioned  in  the  said  second,  third,  and  fourth  claims  of  said 
patent,  granted  to  said  complainant  in  1845,  as  aforesaid,  was 
invented,  known  and  used  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  last  mentioned 
patent ;  and  anterior  to  the  invention  thereof  by  the  said  complain- 
ant, by  Henry  Allen,  of  Fayctteville,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln  and 
State  of  Tennei^ee,  and  that  such  prior  use  by  Henry  Allen,  waa 
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at  and  near  Fayetteville,  aforesaid,  and  at  and  near  Cincinnati,  in 

the  county  of  Hamilton,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  was  known  to 

James  Holraan,  of  Fayetteville,  in  Tennessee. 

Henry  Alden,  do  do 

James  Hardy,  do  do 

William  Clay,  do  do 

John  Rawlet,  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Frederick  Reuch,  do 

Obed  Hussey,  of  Baltimore,  Maryland. 

James  H.  Glenn,       do  do 

And  that  the  said  prior  invention,  or  a  material  part  thereof,  was 
patented  to  the  said  Henry  Allen,  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  2d  day  of  June,  1836. 

And  that  the  said  alleged  inventions  mentioned  in  the  said  3d 
and  4th  claims  of  the  said  patent  granted  to  said  complainant  in 
1845,  were  invented  and  known  and  used  by  E.  Hope  and  J.  Hope, 
Jr.,  of  Chester  county,  Pennsylvania,  and  the  said  prior  use  by  the 
said  Hopes  was  in  Chester  county  aforesaid,  and  the  adjoining 
counties,  and  was  prior  to  the  supposed  discovery  of  the  said  inven- 
tions by  the  said  complainant,  and  the  said  inventions,  or  a  material 
and  substantial  part  thereof,  were  patented  to  the  said  E.  Hope, 
and  J.  Hope,  Jr.,  on  the  18th  day  of  May,  1825,  by  the  govcrn- 
njent  of  the  United  States. 

And  that  the  said  invention  and  improvement  mentioned  in  said 
4th  and  5th  claims  of  said  Letters  Patent  of  1845,  was  invented, 
known  and  used  anterior  to  the  aforesaid  dates,  by  Abraham  Ran- 
dall, of  Verona,  Oneida  county,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and 
that  such  prior  use  by  Abraham  Randall  was  at  Verona,  and  was 
known  to  Hezekiah  Brooks,  Timothy  Rogers,  Herman  Phillips, 
Samuel  Breeze,  Sarah  A.  Hays,  all  of  the  last  named  place,  and  to 
Adam  Schaflfer,  of  Beach  Ridge,  Oneida  county,  New  York,  and  to 
others ;  and  that  the  said  invention,  or  material  parts  thereof,  was 
patented  to  the  said  Randall  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  April  22,  1835,  and  that  anterior  to  the  date  of  said  last- 
mentioned  discovery  by  McCormick,  and  of  his  Letters  Patent  of 
1845,  the  inventions  and  improvements  mentioned  and  set  forth  in 
the  4th  and  5th  claims  thereof,  or  a  substantial  part  thereof,  were 
invented  by  Donald  Cumming,  of  Whitefield,  Northumberland  Co., 
England,  and  were  patented  to  said  Cumming  by  the  Government 
of  Great  Britain,  November  13,  1811,  and  that  the  same  was  de- 
scribed in  public  works  anterior  to  the  aforesaid  dates. 

And  that  anterior  to  said  last-mentioned  date,  the  said  improvement 
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mentioned  in  said  4th  claim  vras  invented  by  James  Dobbs,  of  Birm- 
ingham, England,  and  was  patented  in  England  by  said  Dobbs, 
March  20,  1815,  and  that  the  same  was  published  in  a  public  work 
anterior  to  the  aforesaid  dates. 

And  that  anterior  to  the  last-mentioned  dates,  the  said  alleged 
invention  or  improvement  mentioned  in  the  said  4th  and  5th  claims 
of  said  Letters  Patent  of  1845,  was  invented  by  Charles  Phillips, 
of  Chipping,  Norton,  county  of  Oxford,  England,  and  was  patented 
by  him  in  England,  November  20th,  A.  D.  1841,  and  that  the  same 
was  described  in  a  public  work  anterior  to  the  aforesaid  dates. 

And  that  anterior  to  the  last-mentioned  dates,  the  alleged  inven- 
tion mentioned  in  said  4th  claim  was  invented  by  John  Duncan,  of 
Westminster,  England,  and  was  patented  by  said  Duncan  in  Eng- 
land, May  1st,  A.  D.  1841,  and  that  the  same  was  described  in  a 
public  work  anterior  to  the  aforesaid  date. 

And  that  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  aforesaid  discovery  by 
McCormick,  and  to  the  date  of  his  aforesaid  Letters  Patent,  the 
improvement  mentioned  in  the  4th  claim,  or  a  material  part  thereof, 
was  invented  by  Seth  Lamb,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  was 
patented  to  said  Lamb  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
June  20,  1840. 

And  these  defendants  are  informed  and  state,  that  anterior  to  the 
date  of  said  Letters  Patent  of  January  31,  1845,  and  anterior  to 
the  date  of  the  supposed  discovery  by  McCormick  of  the  improve- 
ment mentioned  in  the  5th  claim,  the  said  improvement  was  invent- 
ed, known  and  used  by  Patrick  Bell,  of  Scotland,  and  that  the  same 
was  described  in  a  public  work,  to  wit,  Loudon's  Encyclopedia  of 
British  Agriculture,  second  edition,  published  in  London  in  1831, 
and  on  pages  422  to  427  inclusive,  of  said  work  ;  and  that  the  same 
was  further  described  in  a  public  work,  namely,  "  The  Quarterly 
Journal  of  Agriculture,"  vol.  1,  May,  1828,  August,  1829,  published 
by  William  Blackwood,  Edinburgh,  and  S.  Cadell,  Strand,  London, 
1829,  and  on  pages  217  and  following,  and  the  plates  in  said  de- 
scription referred  to ;  also  on  page  331  and  following  of  the  same 
volume ;  and  also  in  volume  4  of  the  same  work,  published  by  the 
same  publisher  in  the  year  1834,  and  on  page  84,  and  following 
thereof.  And  that  said  invention  and  improvement  was  known  and 
used  by  Patrick  Bell,  of  Scotland,  John  B.  Ycates,  Charles  Shaver, 
and  George  K.  Fuller,  all  of  Chittenango,  Madison  county,  New 
York  ;  Tobias  Brown,  of  Skaneatles,  Oiiondago  county.  New  York, 
and  by  many  others  ;  and  that  such  use  by  said  Bell,  Fuller,  Yeates, 
Brown,  and  others,  took  place  at  or  near  Chittenango,  Madison 
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county,  New  York,  anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery  of  the  last- 
mentioned  alleged  invention  of  said  complainant. 

And  that  anterior  to  the  date  of  said  last-mentioned  Letters 
Patent,  and  said  supposed  invention  or  discovery,  the  said  improve- 
ment mentioned  in  said  4th  and  5th  claims,  or  a  material  part 
thereof,  was  invented,  known  and  used  by  James  Ten  Eyck,  of 
Bridgewater,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  such  use  was  at  and 
near  Bridgewater ;  and  that  anterior  to  said  last-mentioned  dates, 
the  same  was  patented  to  said  Ten  Eyck  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  November  2,  1825. 

And  that  anterior  to  said  last-mentioned  dates  of  said  Letters 
Patent  and  supposed  discovery,  the  same  was  invented  by  Henry 
Ogle,  of  Remington,  England  ;  and  that  the  same  was  described  in 
a  public  work  anterior  to  said  dates,  to  wit,  in  the  Mechanics'  Maga- 
zine, volume  5,  published  at  London,  by  Knight  &  Lacey,  Pater- 
noster Row,  and  by  Westley  &  Tyrrell,  Dublin,  in  1826,  and  on 
the  49th  page  thereof,  and  the  pages  following,  and  the  plates  in 
said  descriptions  referred  to. 

And  these  defendants  say,  that  by  reason  of  such  prior  invention, 
knowledge  and  use,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  prior  patents,  the 
aforesaid  Letters  Patent  of  January  31,  1845,  are  null  and  void. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are  ad- 
vised and  will  insist,  that  the  said  5th  claim  of  said  complainant's 
Letters  Patent  of  1845,  does  not  disclose  a  sufficient  patentable 
subject  matter,  and  therefore  said  Letters  Patent  are  null  and 
void. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe,  and  so  state  and  charge,  that  anterior  to  the 
date  of  said  letters  patent  of  complainant  of  October  23,  1847,  and 
anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery  of  said  complainant  of  the  inven- 
tion and  improvement  mentioned  and  claimed  in  the  second  claim 
thereof,  and  anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery  by  the  said  com- 
plainant of  the  alleged  invention  or  improvement  mentioned  and 
claimed  secondly  in  the  said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May  24, 
1853,  the  alleged  invention  or  improvement  so  mentioned,  described 
and  claimed  secondly  in  said  patent  of  October  23,  1847,  and  also 
that  mentioned  secondly  in  said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May  24, 
1853,  were  invented,  known  and  used  by  William  F.  Ketchum,  of 
the  city  of  Buffalo,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  that  such  use 
was  had  near  the  city  of  Buffalo  and  at  other  places,  and  was  known 
to  Jabez  Goodall,  of  that  place,  and  to  Charles  P.  Needham,  of  New 
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York  city,  and  to  others.    And  that  the  said  improvement  so  men- 
tioned secondly  in  the  said  original  and  re-issued  letters  patent, 
anterior  to  the  date  last  above  mentioned,  was  invented,  known  and 
used  by  John  Leland,  of  Three  Rivers,  St.  Joseph  county,  Michigan, 
and  by  George  Leland,  of  Schoolcraft,  on  Prairie  Ronde,  Kalamazoo 
county,  Michigan,  and  that  said  use  wm  at  and  near  Schoolcraft 
aforesaid,  and  was  known  to  Abner  Moore,  of  Three  Rivers,  St. 
Joseph  county,  Michigan ;   Hiram  Moore,  now  of  Battle  Creek, 
Calhoun  county,  Michigan,  formerly  of  Kalamazoo  county,  Michi- 
gan ;  Challenge  S.  Wheeler,  of  Flownfield,  St.  Joseph  county, 
Michigan ;  William  Wheeler,  of  the  same  place ;  Edward  S.  Moore, 
Three  Rivers,  Michigan ;  Ruel  Rawson,  Schoolcraft,  Kalamazoo 
county,  Michigan  ;  James  Allen,  of  the  same  place. 
A.  Y.  Moore,  of  the  same  place. 
Hamilton  Scott,  do 
Andrew  McKinstry,  do 
Willis  N.  Duncan,  do 
Thadeus  Smith,  do 
Henry  Smith,  do 
Hon.  H.  G.  Mills,  do 
Mr.  Crowfoot,  do 
Hon.  Edward  Lothrop,  do 
R.  Cobb,  do 
Frederick  Dale,  do 
Godfrey  Knight,  do 
Peleg  Stevens,  do 
Volney  Hascall,  do 
O.  H.  Moore,  do 

Isaac  Smith,  Charleston,  Kalamazoo  county,  Michigan. 
Sanford  Smith,  "  do  do  do 

And  that  the  same  was  invented  and  was  known  and  used  ante- 
rior to  the  dates  last  aforesaid,  by  J.  T.  Hanneman,  of  Baltimore, 
and  State  of  Maryland,  and  that  said  Hanneman  applied  for  letters 
patent  therefor,  as  will  appear  by  reference  to  the  records  of  the 
Patent  OflBce ;  and  that  the  said  last  mentioned  improvement,  ante- 
rior to  the  dates  last  above  mentioned,  was  invented  and  known  and 
used  by  J.  J.  Hite,  of  Whitepost,  Clark  county,  Virginia,  and  at 
other  places  ;  and  was  known  to  Philip  Meade,  Dr.  John  F.  Fauntle- 
roy,  James  M.  Hite,  Washington  F.  Pagett,  William  Kerfoot,  George 
Kerfoot  and  Buckner  Ashly,  all  of  Whitepost,  Clark  county,  Vir- 
ginia ;  Edward  Bowen  and  William  Meade,  of  Warren  county,  Vir- 
ginia, (two  miles  from  Stonebridge) ;  Col.  John  B.  Earle,  Joseph 
McCoy  and  Isaac  Harrison,  of  Warren  county,  near  Milldale,  Vir- 
ginia ;  Richard  Timberlake  and  Francis  Meade,  of  Milldale,  Vir- 
ginia; Charles  Spangle,  of  Warren  county,  near  Front  Royal, 
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Virginia,  and  James  W.  Mason,  of  Frederick  county,  near  White- 
post,  Virginia.  And  that  the  said  last  mentioned  improvements 
anterior  to  the  dates  last  aforesaid,  were  invented  and  were  known 
and  used  bj  Jonathan  Reed,  (of  Alton,  in  the  State  of  Illinois  ;  for- 
merly of  Williamsburgh,  in  the  State  of  New  York) ;  at  and  near 
Jersey  City  ;  near  the  city  of  Washington  ;  at  Alton,  Illinois ;  at 
Gowanus,  Long  Island,  and  at  other  places  ;  and  that  such  prior  use 

by  said  Read  was  known  to  many  persons  and  to    Gardner, 

of  Brooklyn,  and  to  Henry  F.  Reed,  of  Williamsburgh,  and  to 
Charles  G.  Page,  of  Washington,  D.  C. ;  and  that  the  said  improve- 
ments, or  a  material  part  thereof,  were  patented  to  said  Jonathan 
Reed,  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  iSIarch  12,  1842. 
And  that  the  said  alleged  improvement  last  mentioned,  were 
invented  and  known,  and  used  anterior  to  the  dates  last  afore- 
said by  Ferdinand  Woodward,  formerly  of  Upper  Freehold,  Mon- 
mouth county,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  (now  of  California,) 
and  said  use  by  said  Woodward,  was  had  in  Burlington  and  Mon- 
mouth counties,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  in  other  places; 
and  such  use  was  known  to  Junius  S.  Lawrence,  Benjamin  Y.  Cox, 
Nimrod  Woodward,  George  Cox,  Clark  Woodward,  Apollo  M.  Felton, 
and  many  others,  residing  at  or  near  Upper  Freehold,  in  the  Stat; 
and  county  last  mentioned,  by  Charles  E.  Woodward,  of  Shelby 
ville,  Illinois,  and  by  numerous  other  persons ;  and  that  the  same 
was  patented  to  the  said  Woodward,  in  the  United  States,  Septem- 
ber 30,  A.  D.  1845.  And  that  the  same  was  exhibited  and  described 
by  said  Woodward,  in  a  public  work  or  printed  publication,  to  wit : 
a  circular  of  recommendation  and  description,  anterior  to  the  date- 
of  the  application  of  McCormick  for  his  letters  patent  of  1847, 
and  anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery  thereof  by  McCormick. 
And  that  the  said  last  mentioned  improvement  or  invention,  men- 
tioned in  said  second  claim  of  said  patents  of  1847  and  1853,  was 
invented  and  used  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  said  supposed  inven- 
tion and  discovery  by  said  McCormick,  and  anterior  to  the  date  of 
said  letters  patent  bf  McCormick,  by  William  Schnebly,  of  Ilacken- 
sack.  New  Jersey,  and  Thomas  Schnebly,  of  Hagerstown,  Mary- 
land ;  and  that  the  same,  or  a  part  thereof,  was  patented  to  the 
said  William  and  Thomas  Schnebly,  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  August  22,  1833  ;  and  that  the  same  was  known 
and  used  by  the  said  Schnebly's,  at  or  near  Hagerstown,  Mary- 
land ;  and  such  use  was  known  to  Thomas  Centis,  Hagerstown, 
Maryland,  and  to  all  the  other  persons  whose  names  are  herein- 
before mentioned,  as  having  a  knowledge  of  the  prior  use  by 
said  Schnebly's,  of  the  improvements  mentioned  in  the  second, 
fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  McCormick's  letters  patent  of  January 
31st,  1845.  And  that  the  same  was  invented,  known  and  used, 
anterior  to  the  dates  aforesaid,  by  Obed  Hussey,  of  the  City  of 
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Baltimore,  in  the  State  of  Maryland ;  and  that  the  same,  or  a  part 
thereof,  was  patented  to  the  said  Hussey,  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  December  18,  1833 ;  and  that  the  said  prior 
use  by  said  Hussey,  took  place  at  Hagerstown,  Maryland,  at  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio,  at  Baltimore,  Maryland,  at  Dorcester,  Maryland, 
and  at  Springfield,  Ohio,  and  at  other  places ;  and  such  use  was 
known  to  Edward  Watkins,  of  Washington  county,  Maryland,  and 
\)  Horatio  Watkins,  Richard  Watkins,  and  James  Watkins,  of  the 
*ast  named  place  ;  and  that  the  said  invention  of  said  Hussey  was 
mentioned  and  described  in  several  printed  public  works,  anterior 
to  the  date  of  McCormick's  invention  and  discovery,  aforesaid,  to 
wit:  in  the  "Farmer's  Register,"  published  by  Edward  Ruffin,  at 
Shellbanks,  Virginia ;  in  the  second  volume  of  said  work,  published 
in  1835,  pages  693,  and  following;  and  in  volume  four  of  the  same 
work,  published  at  Petersburgh,  Virginia,  in  1837,  on  page  413 
thereof ;  and  in  volume  seven  of  the  same  work,  published  at  the 
same  place  in  1839,  pages  455,  534,  and  587  ;  and  in  volume  eight, 
of  the  same  work,  published  at  the  same  place,  in  1840,  on  page 
294  thereof. 

And  that  the  same  was  invented,  and  known  and  used,  anterior 
to  the  last  aforesaid  dates,  by  Abraham  Randall,  of  Verona,  Oneida 
county,  in  the  State  of  New  York ;  and  that  such  prior  use  by 
Abraham  Randall,  was  at  Verona,  and  was  known  to  Hezekiah 
Brooks,  Jonathan  Rogers,  Herman  Phillips,  Samuel  Breeze,  and 
S.  A.  Hays,  of  the  last  named  place,  and  to  Adam  Schaflfer,  of 
Beach  Ridge,  Oneida  county.  New  York,  and  to  others ;  and  that 
the  said  invention,  or  a  part  thereof,  was  patented  to  said  Randall, 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  April  22,  1835. 

And  that  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  supposed  invention  by 
McCormick,  and  to  the  date  of  the  application  for  the  letters 
patent  of  1847,  aforesaid,  the  said  improvement  mentioned  secondly 
in  said  original  letters  patent  of  October  23,  1847,  and  re-issued 
in  the  letters  patent  of  May  24,  1853,  Avas  invented  by  others, 
viz :  A.  C.  Brown,  Thomas  F.  Zinck,  E.  R.  Miller,  and  John 
Magness,  all  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  W.  F.  Pagett,  of  Whitepost, 
Clark  county,  Virginia. 

And  these  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  by  reason  of 
the  aforesaid  grant  of  letters  patent,  prior  knowledge,  invention, 
publication  and  use,  the  said  original  letters  patent  of  October  23, 
1848,  were,  and  the  said  re-issued  letters  patent  of  May  24,  1853, 
are  null  and  void,  and  of  no  eflfect. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  the  said  claim  of 
McCormick,  mentioned  secondly  in  said  letters  patent  of  May, 
1853,  does  not  disclose  a  proper,  suflBcient,  or  novel  patentable  sub- 
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ject-matter,  and  that  said  re-issued  letters  patents,  or  the  second 
claim  thereof,  are  therefore  null  and  void. 

These  defendants  further  answering,  say,  that  they  deny  that 
they  do  now,  or  have  used  any  of  said  McCormick's  patented 
improvements,  as  charged  in  said  bill  of  complaint.  And  these 
defendants  seek  the  same  advantage  of  the  matters  in  this  answer, 
as  if  they  had  specially  pleaded  the  same  in  bar  of  the  discovery 
and  relief  sought  for  in  said  bill  of  complaint.  All  which  matters 
and  things  these  defendants  will  aver,  maintain  and  prove,  as  this 
honorable  Court  shall  direct.  And  they  deny  that  any  other 
matter  or  thing  in  said  bill  contained,  not  herein  and  sufficiently 
answered,  avoided  or  denied,  is  true,  to  their  knowledge  or  belief ; 
and  they  pray  to  be  hence  dismissed,  with  their  reasonable  costs 
and  charges,  in  this  behalf  most  wrongfully  sustained. 

The  respondents  above  named,  being  duly  sworn,  depose  and 
say,  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  answer,  so  far  as  the 
same  are  stated  of  their  own  knowledge,  are  true;  and,  so  far  as 
the  same  are  stated  from  the  knowledge  and  information  of  others, 
they  believe  them  to  be^true. 

JOHN  H.  MANNY, 
WAIT  TALCOTT, 
RALPH  EMERSON,' 
JESSE  BLINN. 
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THE  CONCEDED  CHAMPION  jlF  THE  HABVEST  HELD. 

It  [received  in  1864,  1865  and  1866,  the 
First  Premiums  at  the  State  Fairs  in  Illi- 
nois, Indiana,  Michigan,  Iowa,  Ohio,  Oregon 
and  Kentucky,  and  m  every  great  field  test 
where  it  has  competed  with  other  Machines 
it  has  been  successful,  and  awarded  the 
highest  Premiums  for  its  merits. 

At  the  late  great  field  trial  held  at  Roches- 
ter, Minnesota,  where  48  different  entries 
were.made,  the 

Mum  H).  mmm  mmmm^  mmmm 

did  the  best  work,  with  the  lightest  draft, 
and  was  given  the  First  Premium  (the  high- 
est award}  over  all  others  as  the  best  Hand 
Raking  Reaper;  and  in  competition  with 
diffferent  Two  Wheel  Machines,  was  award- 
ed over  them  a  premiimi  as  a  Single  Mower. 
Receiving,  also,  Premiums  for  Combined 
Reaper  and  Mower,  Combined  Self-Raking 
Reaper  and  Mower,  and  as  a  Combined 
Hand  and  Self-Raking  Reaper  and  Mower. 

IT  IS.  BEYOND  DOUBT, 
THE  FIRST,  MOST  COMPLETE  AND  MOST  SUC- 
CESSFUL  COMBINATION  OF  REAPER 
AND  MOWER  IN  THE  WORLD, 

having  been  awarded  himdreds  upon  hund- 
reds of  Premiums,  and  used  by  more  than 
One  Hundred  Thousand  different  men,  with 
the  expression  that  it  cannot  be  beat. 

ler  This  Machine  will  be  built  and  finished  in  a 
Superior  Manner  for  the  Harvest  of  1868. 

Wm.  A.  KNOWLTON,  Agent,  ROCKFORDj  ILL 


HONORS  GAINED  ABROAD  DURING  THE  SEASON  OF  1878, 


 ET  THE  

Mccormick  coMeiNEO  reaping  and  self-oinding  machines, 


THE  ROYAIi  AGRICULTURAL  SOCIETY  OF  ENGLAND'S  BRISTOL  TRIALS. 

THE  OOLl)  >rii:J)>VL. 

"  The  jndgea  appointed  by  the  Council  of  the  Royal  Agricultural  Society  of  England  to  try  the  Machines  entered 
to  compete  for  the  Gold  Medal  of  the  Society  otfered  for  an  efficient  Sheaf  Binder,  are  of  opinion  that  the  Machine 
No.  2,789,  exhibited  by  Waite,  Burnbll,  Hugsins  &  Co.  (McCormick's),  fulfills  the  conditions  of  the  Society,  and 
award  the  Gold  Medal  to  it  accordingly." 

THE  GREAT  PARIS  INTERNATIONAL  EXHIBITION. 

THE  GRAND  PRIX  and  promotion  to  the  dignity  of  officer  of  the  Legion  of  Honor. 

MOKMANT  TRIALS,  in  connection  with  the  Paris  International  Exhibition.    An  object  of  Art.    FIRST  PRIZE. 
INTERNATIONAL  EXHIBITION,  PARIS,  1878.   Class  ,51.   GOLD  UEDAL. 
BOURGES,  France.   FIRST  PRIZE,  Grand  Diploma  of  Honor. 

LILLE,  France.   SPECIAL  GOLD  MEDAL  awarded  by  the  Society  of  Agriculture  of  Prance,  and  the  French  Minister 
of  Agriculture. 

AYR,  Scotland.   First  Prize,  GOLD  MEDAL  and  Special  Commendation. 
PENRITH.   First  Prize,  £15. 

GLASGOW.  First  Prize,  SILVER  MEDAL  announced,  GOLD  MEDAL  awarded. 

DUMBARTON  COUNTY  TRIALS.   Highest,  and  Only  Prize. 

HIGHLAND  AND  AGRICULTURAL  SOCIETY.   GOLD  MEDAL. 

EAST  LOTHIAN  SOCIETY'S  HADDINGTON  TRIALS.  First  Prize,  GOLD  MEDAL. 

R0Y4L  MANCHESTER,  LIVERPOOL  AND  NORTH  LANCASHIRE  AGRICULTURAL  SOCIETY.   GOLD  MEDAL 

offered — SILVER  MEDAL  awarded,  and  declined  by  us. 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE  COUNTY  SHOW.   First  Prize. 
LONG  SUTTON  (Lincolnshire)  SOCIETY.   First  Prize. 

 ■»■  <i»i>  I  

AWARDED  FOR  THE 

McCoRMicK  Harvester  and  Binder, 


— AT— 

Tennessee  State  Fair,  JVashville,      -     -     -     -      September  13,  1878. 

Maryland  State  Fair,  Pimlico,  Md.     -      -     -     -  September  27,  1878. 

Virginia  State  Fair,  Richmond,       -      _      -     -         J{ov ember  1,  1878. 
California  State  Fair,  Sacramento,      -     -  «    -      -      -     -      -  1878. 

St.  Louis,  Mo.,  Fair  and  Exposition,      -------  1878. 

Texas  State  Fair,  Austin,       -     _      -     -     -  _     -     -       1877 . 

Oregon  State  Fair,  Salem,    -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -  1877. 


Mr.  THOS.  A.  MUBPHT,  of  Girard,  Macoupin 
Co.,  m.,  on  November  19,  1878,  writes: 

This  is  to  certify  that  I  bought  and  used  one  of  the  Mc- 
Cormiclc  Harvesters  and  Binders  for  the  harvest  of  18T8, 
and  will  say  that  I  am  entirely  satisfied  with  the  working 
of  the  machine,  and  did  not  pay  out  a  cent  for  repairs.  I 
cut  one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  of  grain  with  it  during 
harvest,  and  consider  my  machine  as  good  as  new  now,  so 
little  is  the  wear  on  it.  I  have  seen  quite  a  number  of 
machines  of  other  and  different  makes;  but  none  that  I 
would  exchange  my  machine  for.  I  am  satisfied  that  I 
saved  over  one  hundred  bushels  of  grain  more  than  I 
could  by  harvesting  in  any  other  way;  which  is  worth  a 
great  deal  more  than  the  wire  used  cost  me.  1  can  cut 
and  bind  grain  where  any  other  machine  cannot  cut  it,  for 
I  have  tried  it  thoroughly  on  wet  and  miry  ground.  I 
averaged  nearly  fifteen  acres  per  day  without  either  crowd- 
ing machine,  or  horses,  and  ,  think  I  can  cut,  next  season, 
between  eighteen  and  twenty  acres  per  day.  Three  hands, 
including  myself  took  care  of  the  one  hundred  and  fifteen 
acres  in  eight  days. 


Messrs.  GEO.  STEVENS  &  G-.  W.  McCLIN- 
TOCK,  of  Pittsfleld,  Pike  Co.,  111.,  on  September  3C, 
1878.  write: 

We  bought  one  of  your  five-feet  Harvesters  and  Binders, 
and  can  say  we  are  well  pleased  with  it.  We  never  owned 
a  machine  that  gave  us  the  entire  satisfaction  that  it  has 
done,  and  we  say  to  brother  farmers,  buy  none  other  than 
the  McCormick  Self -Binder  and  Harvester.  We  cut  eighty- 
five  acres  of  wheat  and  oat.«,  and  some  of  it  on  very  rough 
ground,  but  had  no  trouble  with  it,  as  it  is  very  simple, 
and  easy  to  manage.  We  never  passed  through  a  harvest 
so  pleasantly.  \\'e  are  satisfied  that  we  saved  enough 
grain,  that  would  have  been  lost  by  a  common  reaper,  to 
more  than  pay  for  the  wire.  Grain  stacked  much  better, 
and  with  much  less  waste,  than  with  bundles  bound  with 
straw.  We  examined  all  the  binders  in  the  market,  and 
bought  the  McCormick,  and  now  after  the  harvest  is  all 
over,  we  are  well  pleased  with  our  choice,  and  if  we  were 
to  buy  another,  would  cheerfully  take  the  McCormick. 
During  the  entire  harvest  we  only  used  two  horses  and  the 
draft  was  fully  as  light  as  an  ordinary  plow. 


Mr.  ALLEN  C.  RUSH,  of  Perry,  Pike  Co.,  III., 
on  September  12,  1878,  writes; 

Last  summer  I  attended  the  binder  trial  of  our  county, 
with  the  view  of  buyin"  a  machine,  and  I  am  free  to  con- 
fess that  the  McCormic-k  was  the  last  machine  that  I  ex- 
pected to  buy;  but  after  seeing  the  work  of  all,  I  was  per- 
fectly satisfleU  that  it  did  its  work  best  of  all.  And  now 
that  I  have  tried  it  on  a  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  of  heavy 
tangled  wheat,  I  am  t'lad  to  say  to  you  to  day,  that  it  is  the 
finest  piece  of  machinery  I  ever  owned  in  my  life.  I  just 
love  to  handle  it;  it's  really  no  more  work  to  manage  it 
than  a  sewing  machine,  an'd  works  just  as  neatly.  All  I 
had  to  learn  about  the  binder  was  to  adjust  the  tension  of 
the  wire,  as  any  one  would  a  sewing  machine,  and  the 
work  was  done.  The  elevators  arc  a  complete  success, 
tanirled  grain  passing  through  them  becomes  almost 
straight  from  the  jx  culiar  motion  of  both.  The  draft  is 
li'j;ht,  and  all  parts  of  the  machine  I  find  well  made.  In 
conclusion,  let  me  say,  I  nieini  every  word  of  this.  The 
McCormick  has  doni'  more  for  the  farmers  than  all  the 
other  machini'fl  logi  lhcr,  and  I  believe  to-day,  will  irive 
the  best  satisfaction  to  intelligent  men  of  any  machine 
made. 

Mr.  D.  P.  BOBB,  of  Florence,  Pike  Co.,  111.,  on 

XovembiT.'j,  1878,  writes; 

The  Harve>ler  and  Self-Binidcr  bought  of  you,  I  consider 
the  Ix'st  machine  I  I'ver  had,  an'd  I  would  I'lot  part  with  it 
for  any  price.  It  saves  time,  money  and  laljor.  The  draft 
is  light,  and  it  saves  all  the  grain  in  tlii^best  possil)le  man- 
ner. The  hands  never  comc'loow:  in  stacliliiKor  threshi))^, 
nor  docH  the  wind  affect  the  biiidinu  or  clevallngof  tlu: 
grain.  I  have  seen  other  machines  at  work  ttnt  the^  do 
not  come  up  to  the  McC'ormicK. 

Messrs.  GEO.  EVANS  &  hI^VRY  W.  BUT- 

TEKnELD,of  I'ltlsfield,  I'ike  Co.,  111.,  on  Septem- . 
her  .'iO.  I87H,  wi-jle: 

W'e  lionglit  of  your  agents  at  Pittsfleld,  one  of  your  aix- 
feet  cut  Machines,  and  we  are  well  pleased  with  it.  In 


cutting  the  last  fifty  acres  we  did  not  break  a  single  w!r«, 
and  we  cut  twenty  acres  of  the  heaviest  and  worst  down 
and  tangled  graon  that  grew  in  Pike  County.  We  cut  over 
two  hundred  acres  in  all,  and  are  perfectly  satisfied  with 
the  machine,  and  can  recommend  it  to  all  farmers. 
We  saved  wheat  enough,  that  would  have  been  lost 
bj'  a  common  reaper,  to  more  than  pay  for  the  wire; 
and  it  stacked  better,  and  the  threshers  preferred  it  to 
thresh,  as  there  was  so  little  loose  or  shattered  wheat.  It 
takes  but  one  man  to  manage  the  machine.  The  draft  is 
as  light  as  a  common  plow. 


Mr.  THOS.  AUSTIN,  of  Pittsfleld,  Pike  Co.,  111., 
on  July  6,  1878,  writes; 

I  purchased  from  your  agents  one  of  your  six-feet  Self- 
Binders  and  Harvesters.  I  cut  eighty  acres  of  wheat  in  five 
days,  and  stopped  about  one-third  of  a  day  to  assist  in 
shocking.  I  did  not  break  any  part  of  the  machine,  or 
have  any  trouble  of  any  kind,  after  I  learned  how  to  regu- 
late the  tension.  It  is  very  simple,  and  any  farmer  can 
in  one  or  two  days  learn  to  manage  it  with  perfect  ease. 
It  is  very  light  of  draft,  having  worked  but  two  horses  to 
mine,  part  of  the  time.  I  am  certain  I  saved  from  one  to 
one  and  a  half  bushels  per  acre  over  the  old  way  of  cut- 
ting.   The  wire  cost  exactly  thirty  cents  per  acre. 


HoRTON  Station,  Pike  Co..  111.,  June  11,  1878. 
We,  the  undesigned  farmers  of  Pike  County,  111,  wit- 
nessed the  running  of  the  McCormick  Harvester  and 
Binder  on  the  farm  of  Thomas  Demoin,  and  operated 
by  H.  Horton.  We  think  it  is  the  greatest  labor- 
saving  machine  that  a  farmer  could  buy.  The  machine  is 
easily  operated  by  one  man,  and  we  think  the  draft  will 
compare  favorably  with  any  self-rake  reaper.  We  think 
the  mode  of  elevating,  binding  and  delivering  the  bundle 
the  best  we  ever  saw.  It  leaves  the  stubble  perfectly  clean, 
no  scattering  of  wheat.  We  think  the  McCormick  ma- 
chine is  all  and  more  than  the  agents  claim  it  is. 

S.  W.  Thompson,      S.  R.  Lomax, 

B.  Goodwin, 
T.  P.  Flint, 

C.  L.  Hoskins, 
Chas.  Hoskins, 
I.  A.  Hoskins, 
A.  Hoskins, 


Thos.  Demoin, 
Samuel  Taylor, 
Phil.  Donohoe, 
Wm.  Butler, 
E.  Petty, 
H.  Horton. 


Mr.  ALEX.  K.  BOSS,  of  New  Canton,  Pike  Co., 
111.,  on  June  11,  1878,  writes; 

The  McCormick  Binder  that  I  bought  of  you  this  season 
is  now  in  the  field  at  work,  and  is  giving  the  best  of  satis- 
faction. I  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  send  for  the  agent 
to  start  it,  as  it  is  so  simple  that  I  understand  it  perfectly 
well  myself  I  thinlv  it  is  the  greatest  labor  and  graiii- 
saviug  machine  that  lever  saw ;  I  think  its  way  of  binding 
and  delivering  the  bundle  is  perfect,  as  it  will  not  shatter 
the  wheat  even  if  it  is  doad  ripe.  I  have  the  casli  ready  to 
pay  for  it  any  time  you  call.  I  have  been  cutting  in  the 
heaviest  piece  of  wheat  that  we  have  in  the  neighborhood, 
which  is  very  badly  lodged  and  tangled. '  It  cuts,  elevates 
and  binds  it  to  perfection. 


Mr.  ALEX.  SCOTT,  of  Bainbridge  Township, 
Schuyler  Co.,  HI.,  on  June  26,  1878,  writes; 

This  is  to  certify  that  I  was  present  and  saw  the  work- 
ing of  Mr.  Lawler's  McCormick  Harvester  and  Binder, 
and  I  must  say  that  it  is  the  best  machine  for  down  or 
tangled  grain  I  ever  saw.  It  works  better  on  sideling 
ground  than  I  thought  it  possible;  it  elevates,  binds  and 
does  its  work  to  seeming  perfection. 


Mr.  WM.  H.  LAIRD,  of  Marysville,  Vermilion 
Co.,  111.,  on  Decembers,  18~7,  writes: 

Having  run  your  Harvester  for  the  last  two  seasons  on 
my  farm,  I  take  i)Ieasnre  in  reconjincnding  it  to  all  who 
raise  wheat  or  oats.  I  have  used  it  in  tangled  and  heavy 
grain,  and  think  I  can  save  more  with  it  than  any  machine 
I  have  ever  used  or  seen  run,  and  I  am  pretty  well  posted 
on  machines.  Your  rc^el  works  well,  the  elevators  are  all 
right,  the  table  suits  the  binders,  and  tlie  machine  is 
strong  and  durable. 


On  this  machine  we  have  made  no  material  changes  for  1879,  as  the  harvest 
of  1878  developed  no  points  of  defect  in  its  construction  or  operation  ;  and  in  the 
four  years  our  harvester  has  been  in  the  field,  it  has  been  so  improved  and  per- 
fected, that  further  improvement  seems  to  be  impossible.  We  therefore  place  the 
McCormick  Harvester  in  the  market  for  the  harvest  of  1879  upon  its  record,  and 
know  full  well  that  it  will  meet  the  requirements  of  any  reasonable  farmer  who 
desires  a  hand-binding  harvester,  wherewith  to  cut  his  next  season's  crop  of  grain. 

This  machine  cuts  and  elevates  the  grain  the  same  as  the  McCormick  Self- 
Binding  Harvester,  heretofore  described,  and  is,  so  far  as  the  cutting  and  eleva- 
tion is  concerned,  identically  the  same  as  that  machine;  but  in  place  of  the 
binding  attachment,  it  has  a  platform  and  table,  on  which  two  men  stand,  and 
bind  the  grain  by  hand,  as  it  is  delivered  from  the  elevating  aprons  in  front  of  them. 

All  the  points  of  superiority  and  excellence  that  we  claim  for  our  self--binding 
harvester,  apart  from  the  automatic  binder  attachment,  apply  likewise  to  our 
hand-binding  harvester ;  and  a  perusal  of  the  article  on  that  machine,  will  give 
the  reader  a  correct  idea  of  our  reasons  for  stating  that  our  Harvester  excels  all 
others.  The  platform  and  table,  on  which  the  binders  are  carried  and  do  their 
work,  is  hinged,  so  that  no  matter  how  the  machine  is  tilted,  the  binders'  stand 
is  always  on  a  level,  and  the  men  accordingly  find  it  much  easier  to  stand  upon, 
and  do  their  work,  than  on  the  rigid  tables  that  are  used  on  all  other  harvesters. 
Our  self-binding  attachment  can  be  placed  on  any  harvester  we  make,  and  this 
alone  is  a  strong  point  in  favor  of  this  machine. 


3^ 

Chicao^o,  May,  1858. 


DEAR  SIR: 

I  address  you  this  Circular  to  s.ay,  with  reference  to  tlie  result  of  my  late  suit  against  the 
manufacturers  of  the  Manny  Machine,  that  we  stand  in  the  business  just  as  heretofore — judges  standing  five  to  three. 

My  original  patent  is  out — expired  by  its  limitation  some  years  ago.  Mv  first  patent  was  obtained  'n  Janu- 
ary, 1834,  hence  others  may  sell  machines  manufactured  after  my  original  patent,  except  so  far  as  my  patented  im- 
provements may  apply. 

I  sued  the  Manny  Company  for  infringements,  and  failing  to  recover,  leaves  me  just  in  the  same  position  I  was 
in  before  the  suit,  and  though  others  niay,  as  heretofore,  study  to  imitate  my  machines  according  to  my  original  patent, 
and  as  nearly  copy  my  patented  improvements  as  possible,  yet  after  all  thev  cannot  build  and  sell  my  identical  machine. 
They  are  still  obliged  to  haul  tlw  raker  on  the  platform,  where  he  must  submit  to  having  the  <lust  thrown  in  his  eyes  by 
the  operation  of  tlic^  reel,  and  to  be  over  the  clodx  hi/  the  little  j>latforin  wheel,  7ieeesnarili/  raekiiu/  their  ni<ichhie 

to  pieeea.  This  accounts  for  the  great  durability  of  my  machine  as  comj)ared  with  others.  In  my  machine  the  raker  is 
placed  on  the  main  frame,  where  there  is  strength  to  stand  the  weiglit,  which  really  gives  additional  power  to  the  machine 

My  original  patent  really  never  afforded  me  any  protection,  for  the  reason  that  it  had  expired  before  the  suc- 
cessful introduction  of  my  machine.  While  this  is  true,  however,  such  has  been  the  superiority  of  the  machine,  that  it 
has  always  kept  the  front  rank, — my  inability  to  supply  the  demand,  enabling  others  to  sell  their  machines,  after  my 
supply  had  been  exhausted. 

I  may  also  add  that  from  my  earliest  commencement  in  the  business,  I  have  afforded  my  machines  to  the  farmers 
at  so  low  a  rate,  that  regardless  as  competitors  have  been  of  my  patents,  they  have  not  been  able  to  afford  even  their 
inferior  machines  at  a  lower  price.  On  the  contrary,  while  the  profits  which  1  may  have  realized,  has  resulted  from  the 
extent  of  my  business  and  the  perfection  of  machiner}^,  and  other  appliances  brought  to  bear,  along  with  laborious  and 
continued  efforts  to  make  the  machines  so  as  to  meet  the  Avants  of  the  farmers,  while  this  is  true,  it  may  safely  be  said 
that  the  lead  which  1  have  taken,  and  the  large  number  manufactured  by  me  for  the  market,  from  their  earliest  intro- 
duction, when  the  farmers  first  began  to  lay  aside  the  reaping  hook  and  cradle,  has  been  the  means  of  securing  machines 
to  them  at  much  lower  rates  than  they  must  otherwise  have  paid. 

I  will  take  occasion  to  say  here  that  I  have  for  sale  several  thousand  sickles,  made  to  suit  my  machines  of  past 
years,  and  of  the  very  best  materials,  and  that  it  would  be  a  good  investment  for  farmers  to  purchase  and  have  at  hand 
a  pair  of  sickles.  The  loss  of  an  hour  in  the  harvest  field  would  more  than  pay  for  a  pair  of  sickles.  Could  you  not 
by  a  little  attention  get  large  orders  for  them  V 

Yours  Truly, 

O.  H.  McCOEMICK, 

By  Wm.  S.  MoCORMIOK. 
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